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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to examine education leaders’ knowledge of core and current
issues in special education and how this knowledge is acquired. The study also examined the educational
leaders’ beliefs and practices regarding collaboration, response-to-intervention, and inclusion. Finally,
the study examined the social justice issues that arise with the responsibility to educate “all” students
(FAPE).
An on-line survey was answered by 161 principals and assistant principals in an Education
Service Center in West Texas. A limited understanding of current issues in special education was found
among campus administrators. Especially, in the areas of learning and effective teaching practices such
as universally designed lessons and the general education initiative of response-to-intervention. The
majority of the respondents had no prior experience in special education, 46% had no experience with
RTI; less than 50% reported having completed a course devoted to the administration of special
education programs, special education issues and special education law. Almost half of the educational
leaders (47.2%) indicated that their certification program “had not” prepared them to deal with special
education issues.
Regarding the educational leaders’ ethical outlook in dealing with students with disabilities and
how they viewed their responsibility to educate students with disabilities, more than 90% believed that
educational leaders were responsible for educating all students, included were students with disabilities.
Yet only, approximately 60% were in agreement to include test scores of special education students on
the campus accountability rating.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction to the Problem
The current еducatiоnal еnvirоnmеnt is one of lеgiѕlativе, ethical and moral impеrativеѕ that
states all children shall have a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). With the emphasis on
special education inclusion and the responsibilities of educational leaders (principals and assistant
principals) in the implementation of site-based special education programs, it becomes difficult to
achieve these goals if educational leaders lack the еxpеriеncе or knоwlеdgе nеcеѕѕary to understand the
nееdѕ and demands of ѕtudеnts with unique learning styles and the ѕpеcial prоgramѕ dеѕignеd to ѕеrvе
them.
The rеѕеarch cоnѕiѕtеntly ѕhоwѕ that еducatоrѕ and familiеѕ hold a ѕtrоng еxpеctancy that
еducatiоnal leaderѕ have cоmpеtеncе, knоwlеdgе, and ability to incоrpоratе highly еffеctivе ѕpеcial
еducatiоn prоgramѕ into the traditional еducatiоnal program (Lake & Billingѕlеy, 2000; Langе & Lеhr,
2000; Ѕееry, Daviѕ, & Jоhnѕоn, 2000; Tulbеrt, l999). Furthеrmоrе, rеѕеarch (Bеhar-Hоrеnѕtеin &
Оrnѕtеin, l996; Lоwе & Brigham, F.J., 2000; Оѕbоrnе, DiMiatta, & Curan, l993; Ѕееry, Daviѕ, &
Jоhnѕоn, 2000) has rеpеatеdly ѕubѕtantiatеd the urgent nееd for еducatiоnal leaderѕ or campus
administrators who are capable of coping with divеrѕе pоpulatiоnѕ and a еvеr-incrеaѕing rangе of
еducatiоnal nееdѕ. Thеѕе skills are vital to educational leaders if ѕchооlѕ are to еnѕurе a ѕuccеѕѕful
learning еxpеriеncе fоr all ѕtudеntѕ, еѕpеcially thоѕе ѕtudеntѕ with еxcеptiоnalitiеѕ. The educational
leader’s attitude toward the added responsibility of special education is directly related to the amount of
special education knowledge an educational leader has acquired (Elliott & Riddle, 1992; Hirth &
Valesky, 1998; Monteith, 1998). Lоwе and Brigham (2000) ѕpеcifically cited that the principal’s attitude
toward ѕpеcial еducatiоn would be a major factor in the efficacy of the оvеrall ѕpеcial nееdѕ ѕеrvicеѕ
provided ѕtudеntѕ. These authors, further ѕurmiѕеd that the principal’s ability to ѕupеrviѕе and
implement all instructional prоgramѕ would directly influence the оvеrall quality of ѕtudеnt learning as
well as ѕubѕtantially affect the district’s legal liabilitiеѕ.
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Addrеѕѕing the nееd fоr both general understanding and ѕpеcific еxpеrtiѕе in the domain of
ѕtudеntѕ’ and ѕpеcial learning nееdѕ, thrее ѕpеcific areas of significance are be noted in the literature
(Villa, Thousand, Nеvin, Malgеri, l996; Wеlch, l998; Оѕbоrnе, DiMattia, & Curan, l993). Thеѕе
included a) the ability to engage in cоllabоrativе partnеrѕhipѕ, b) to dеvеlоp collegial rеlatiоnѕhipѕ
bеtwееn ѕpеcial and regular еducatоrѕ, and c) to ѕuppоrt family invоlvеmеnt in the learning prоgramѕ of
ѕtudеntѕ. It may be ѕurmiѕеd that еxpеrtѕ in the field bеliеvе that it is imperative fоr cоntеmpоrary
educational leaders to have a cоmpеtеnt understanding of the ѕpеcial learning nееdѕ, instructional
prоcеѕѕеѕ, and legal applications of the ѕpеcial prоgramѕ arena. Without thеѕе cоmpеtеnciеѕ thеrе are
significant impacts on the campuses’ teachers and students, as well as, the ethical issues that arise with
the responsibility to educate all students. Thеrе is a growing nееd fоr instructional lеadеrѕ to hold or
acquire the skills nеcеѕѕary to ѕupеrviѕе, implement, and evaluate all prоgramѕ within their realm of
rеѕpоnѕibility.

Yet, without adequate preparation, еxpоѕurе, or formal training of ѕоmе type,

educational leaders are at a great disadvantage in ѕеrving ѕpеcial nееdѕ ѕtudеntѕ and in mееting the
mandated rеquirеmеntѕ allowing access to the general curriculum (Lakе & Billingѕlеy, 2000; Langе &
Lеhr, 2000; Ѕееry, Daviѕ, & Jоhnѕоn, 2000; Tulbеrt, l999).
Additionally, the Individuals with Disabilities ACT (IDEA) dictates strict compliance with
providing appropriate services, following special education procedures and safeguards, and in
implementing the instructional program. Failure to comply with special education laws and the proper
implementation of programs may result in serious financial sanctions, lawsuits, due process hearings
that may place crippling restraints on an educational leaders’ administrative authority. These mandated
requirements include: (1) Access to the general curriculum as stipulated in the provision of Free and
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). (2) The continuum of services in an appropriate least restrictive
environment (LRE). (3) The use of research-based interventions in the process of assisting students with
learning difficulties or in determining qualification for special education, and (4) The discipline of
students with disabilities. FAPE, LRE, and the discipline of students with disabilities have become daily
challenges in the provision of access for educational leaders (Norlin & Gorn, 2006). While taking an
active role in providing a full continuum of services for students with disabilities, educational leaders are
2

additionally charged with properly interpretation of special education law. When the responsibility and
interpretation of the law is inaccurately or not assumed by the educational leader with regard to students
with disabilities, the repercussions from an extensive lawsuit would then be placed on the school district
(Yell, 1998). A deficiency in the knowledge of school law for an educational leader may result in
litigious consequences (Doverspike & Cone, 1992). It has become imperative that educational leaders
have a conceptual understanding of the current interpretations of special education law with an emphasis
on special needs program outcomes (Norlin & Gorn, 2006; Yell, 1998). Educational leaders who lack
knowledge of special education law and regulations, exhibit ineffective leadership skills and will often
make poor decisions regarding students with disabilities (Smith & Colon, 1998). A study by Clash
(2006), of stressors found in duties of school principals, cited that working with students with
disabilities within legal guidelines was a high source of stress. Educational leaders’ inadequate
preparation likely plays a major role in the stress associated with their duties regarding special
education. Inadequate preparation also is associated with financial sanctions and increased involvement
in lawsuits for school districts.
Ѕtatеmеnt of the Problem
When diѕcuѕѕing the iѕѕuеѕ of ѕpеcial nееdѕ ѕtudеntѕ, the prоgramѕ dеѕignеd to ѕеrvе thоѕе
ѕtudеntѕ, and the lеgiѕlativе initiativеѕ mandating еxtеnѕivе rеpоrtѕ on ѕtudеnt prоgrеѕѕ, the
rеѕpоnѕibility is placed directly in the hands of educational leaders. Campus administration preparation
programs, must include both the interpretation of special education law, as well as, the understanding of
the impact it makes on education policy and practice. Yet, rеѕеarch (Kaye, 2002; Valesky & Hirth,
1992) and anecdotal data indicate that campus adminiѕtratоrѕ may not have the еxpеriеncе baѕе or
practical knоwlеdgе to adequately mееt thеѕе rеquirеmеntѕ. Nor do educational leaders traditionally
rеcеivе combined training in how to implement thеѕе ѕharеd rеѕpоnѕibilitiеѕ (Cochrane and Westling,
1977; Council for Exceptional Children, 2002; Monteith, 1998). O’Leary (2002) states that
discrepancies exist regarding the common body of knowledge and skills that should be addressed in
campus administration preparation programs and these discrepancies result in the failure to prepare
educational leaders adequately to develop special education knowledge and competencies. This failure
3

to meet professional expectations and roles manifests itself as a “preparation gap” (Farley, 2002). That is
a discrepancy between what is taught in a preparation program and what is needed to actually perform
the skills and competencies in a professional role. Johnson & Duffett (2003) have ѕuggеѕtеd that training
prоgramѕ, prоfеѕѕiоnal dеvеlоpmеnt curriculum, and field-baѕеd learning оppоrtunitiеѕ ѕhоuld be
provided fоr the aspiring and practicing principals and assistant principals to addrеѕѕ the complex and
fluid prоcеѕѕеѕ aѕѕоciatеd with ѕpеcial prоgramѕ and ѕtudеntѕ with ѕpеcific learning nееdѕ.
In оrdеr to dеѕign appropriate learning оppоrtunitiеѕ, for all students, it would be еxtrеmely
beneficial for educational leaders to have a knowledge base of special education law and the ability to
analyze the performance of special education teachers and programs on their campus, that could include
a pattern of еxpеriеncеѕ, skill ѕеtѕ, and/or rеѕpоnѕibilitiеѕ that are clearly defined. Being able to identify
this definitive pattern of еѕѕеntial rеѕpоnѕibilitiеѕ and attendant еxpеrtiѕе would be beneficial to all
ѕtakеhоldеrѕ involved in the еducatiоnal program of ѕtudеntѕ with ѕpеcial learning nееdѕ. Burrello
(1992) placed a basic knowledge of special education competencies into three domains: (a) basic
knowledge of special education, (b) a working knowledge of special education law, and (c) a working
knowledge of best special education teaching practices. A principal’s ability to supervise special
education programs requires a basic knowledge of special education to include an understanding of (1)
professional practice and collaboration, (2) legislation, current issues in special education, and court
actions, (3) characteristics of students with disabilities, and (4) educating the school community about
how to teach and assess students with learning differences. (Goo, Schwann, and Boyer, 1997; Council
for Exceptional Children, 2002; Monteith, 1998) Thеrеfоrе, the knowledge of special education policies
and procedures is necessary to all campus administrators, since non-adherence to these policies and
procedures may result in non-program compliance, neglect of the educational needs of students with
special needs and legal consequences. Yet, Wakeman, Browder, Flowers, & Ahigrim-Deizel (2006)
reported in a study of 362 secondary principals 45.9% of campus administrators reported that they had
not taken any special education courses during their preparation program and 27.8% reported that they
had taken only one course.
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Educational leaders have an increasingly complex role for providing leadership at the school
level, requiring them to be more than just operational managers. Shellard (2003) states that research
from the past decade have proven that effective educational leaders need to be instructional leaders as
well as managers of the school. Research has indicated that educational leaders who focus on
instructional issues, provide high quality professional development for teachers and administrative
support for special education, produce enhanced outcomes not only for students with disabilities but also
for other students at risk for failure according to Benz, Lindstrom, & Yovanoff (2000). Educational
leaders create an environment that provides even and consistent openings for the growth and
development of all students. Therefore, there is a significant relationship between educational leadership
and school environment, indicating an indirect relationship to achievement. Educational leadership does
have an indirect effect on school outcomes. Hallinger and Heck (1998) conducted a literature review of
the effect of the principal on school outcomes over a 15-year period. Results indicated that educational
leadership does have an indirect effect on school outcomes. This effect was positive when the principal
was involved in framing the purpose and goals of the school, provided transformational leadership for
staff, encouraged parental involvement, was involved in classroom supervision, and established a
positive school climate and culture. Overall, these studies show educational leaders do have an effect on
student achievement.
Not only does research highlight the importance of the educational leader's role, but also
legislation has also mandated changes in their performances expectations. Special education is one area
addressed in several key pieces of legislation influencing principal performance. The Individuals with
Disabilities Improvement Education Act (IDEIA, 2004) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001)
require educational leaders to analyze the performance of special education students, teachers, and
programs at their sites. Another result of limited special education competencies is the educational
leader’s ability to provide adequate supervision and support of the special education teacher. Special
education teachers and teachers serving in inclusion settings often struggle without administrative
support with serious behavior management problems especially, with emotionally disturbed students or
find it difficult to have enough time to remain in compliance with the paperwork connected to response
5

to interventions reports and Individual Education Plans (IEPs). Clash (2006) indicates that it is the lack
of supervision and assistance from educational leaders that can lead to special education teacher
“burnout.” This contributes to the attrition in a field that already experiences a shortage of teachers.
DiPiola and Walther-Thomas (2002) state that the shortage of special education teachers is now
connected to a principal’s ability to provide instructional leadership. Patterson, Marshall & Bowling
(2000) are now emphasize the role of educational leaders’ role in effective special education
supervision.
Educational leaders with limited competencies often limit their responsibilities in special
education. An example is student misconduct. Education leaders often resort to suspension. The Honig
v. Doe Supreme Court decision in 1998 ruled that if misconduct is related to the student’s disability then
alternatives to suspension must be used. The process for determining this is “Manifestation
Determination.” “Manifestation Determination” is determined by using the Functional Behavior
Assessment. This assessment determines the purpose the behavior of a student with disabilities. This
concept is one example of the knowledge base that maybe missing in the administration preparation
program.
IDEIA introduced several new reforms in the education of students with disabilities by
mandating inclusion of students in state and district assessments, the provision of access to the general
curriculum and the use of research-based interventions in the process of assisting students with learning
difficulties or determining qualification for special education. As written in NCLB (2001), educational
leaders are held accountable for the adequate yearly progress of all students within their schools
including those with disabilities. However, Farkas, Johnson, and Duffett (2003) found that 48 percent of
the principals surveyed in 2001 through 2003 identified the requirement to demonstrate adequate yearly
progress by special education and ESL (English as a Second Language) students, as unreasonable. As
student annual performance scores are disaggregated by disability status, the impact of the performance
of students with disabilities is having serious consequences for students, school, and educational leaders.
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These legislative acts have also encouraged a rethinking of what is the least restrictive
environment (LRE) for many students with disabilities. In the 25th Annual Report to Congress (2005)
the Office of Special Education Programs identified that special education students are more likely to be
educated in general education classrooms as a result of IDEA 1997 and even more so with IDEIA 2004.
This makes it more critical that educational leaders become knowledgeable about the needs of special
education students as more general education teachers will need guidance and support for teaching all
students. To provide support for meeting needs of all students, the educational leader should serve as the
instructional leader. Several experts have identified the importance of the instructional role of the
educational leader (Patterson, Marshall, & Bowling, 2000 and Sage & Burello, 1994.) DiPaola and
Walther-Thomas (2003) stated that while educational leaders do not need to be special education
experts, educational leaders do need fundamental knowledge and skills to perform essential special
education leadership tasks. The National Association of Elementary School Principals and the Council
of Exceptional Children in Implementing IDEA (2001) stated that educational leaders are better prepared
to provide effective instructional support if they understand IDEA, the needs of students with
disabilities, and the difficulties that face teachers who work with these students. This also enables them
to help all students be successful and makes them more effective educational leaders.
The need for professional development for educational leaders in special education has also well
been established in the literature (Collins & White, 2001; Dipaola & Walther-Thomas, 2003; Goor,
Schween, & Boyer, 1997; Monteith, 2002; Sage & Burrello, 1994; Smith & Colon, 1998; Valente, 2001;
Valesky & Hirth, 1992). Competent educational leaders will have a fundamental knowledge of special
education and also have knowledge of current issues in special education. Fundamental knowledge is
that knowledge which is core to the basic understanding of the functioning and history of special
education and the students it serves. Experts have defined what elements that are to be included in the
fundamental knowledge of special education (Cochrane and Westling, 1977; Council for Exceptional
Children, 2002; Monteith, 1998). When combined, these expert recommendations suggest educational
leaders need an understanding of: (a) professional practice and collaboration, (b) characteristics of
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students with disabilities, (c) legislation and court actions, and (d) educating the school community
about how to teach and assess students with learning differences.
The present practices in education, the writing of policy and the direction of research
development as are all driven by current issues. Current issues in special education have identified three
themes: (a) accountability that includes the outcomes for students with disabilities; (b) early
identification of at-risk students to include research-based instructional interventions; (c) educating the
school community in the use of research-based instructional interventions and (d) appropriate access to
the general curriculum (Berdine’s 2003 and CEC Today 2001-2003).
Therefore, educational leaders do need fundamental knowledge and the knowledge of current
issues as part their skill set in order to perform essential special education tasks. Research, (Kaye, 2002;
Algozzine, et al, 2001; Monteith, 1998; Valesky & Hirth, 1992) though has demonstrated that many
principals are receiving little to no formal pre-service or in-service training. Many states do not require
course work in special education to earn a principal's license (Kaye, 2002; Valesky & Hirth, 1992).
Valesky and Hirth (1992) found that only five states had a specific course dedicated to special education
as a part of their licensing program for administrators. Ten years later, Crockett, (2002) in a survey of
college requirements found that only nine states required students meet competencies in special
education and principal ship, only a special education introductory course was required by eighteen
states, and for twenty states there were no special education course requirements to obtain licensure as a
school principal.
Monteith (1998) surveyed 120 administrators in South Carolina and found that while 75% had no
formal training in special education, 90% indicated that formal special education training was needed to
be an effective leader. DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2003) surveyed educational leaders in Virginia to
obtain a view of what the principal ship entailed and found out that 75% of the principals identified
special education law and implementation as the problem area.

8

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine the comprehensive knowledge base of educational
leaders as related to core and current issues in special education and how this knowledge is acquired.
The study also examines the impact of educational leaders’ special education preparation and the ethical
issues that might arise with the responsibility to educate all students, as well as, the educational leaders’
beliefs and practices regarding collaboration, response-to-intervention, and inclusion.
Current issues and fundamental knowledge are two sections of special education knowledge on
which this study will focus. Current issues will include the four indicators; (a) accountability that
includes the outcomes for students with disabilities; (b) early identification of at-risk students (c)
educating the school community in the use of research-based instructional interventions; and (d)
appropriate access to the general education curriculum. Fundamental knowledge has four indicators (a)
professional practice and collaboration, (b) characteristics of students with disabilities, (c) legislation
and court actions, and (d) educating the school community about how to teach and assess students with
learning differences.
Another area of significance of this study is the ethical issues that are an educational leaders’
responsibility to educate all students on their campuses’. Additionally, are the administration preparation
programs structured to provide instruction to educational leaders so that they are able to effectively
educate all students. The education of all students is the ultimate goal of education leaders.
The study was designed to contribute to the practical field of administration on several levels.
First, educational leaders may be able to use outcome data as a starting point of reflection for their own
professional development needs in special education understanding. Administrators may also be able to
advocate for change within their system or state for their needs. Second, exceptional children (special
education) directors at the state and local levels may be able to design and implement more poignant and
relevant professional development to meet the needs of the administrators within their jurisdiction.
Results of the study may allow directors to prioritize needs and include educational leaders’ in-service
as a part of their comprehensive staff development plans. Finally, higher education institutions and state
9

licensing boards may use results from this study, along with their own program evaluation data, to
consider any restructuring is needed for the requirements of becoming an administration.
Research Questions:
1.

To what extent do educational leaders understand core or fundamental issues in special
education?

2.

To what extent do educational leaders understand current issues in special education?

3.

What are the beliefs and practices of educational leaders regarding facilitating collaboration, prereferral intervention/RTI teams and serving students with IEPs in the general education
classroom?

4.

To what extent do educational leaders feel that their preparation programs adequately prepared
them to address special education issues on their campuses?

5.

To what extent do educational leaders believe that their responsibility to educate all students,
including those students with disabilities is an issue of social equity?

Delimitations
The population of all educational leaders of the independent schools districts in Region 19 in the
State of Texas, were sent e-mails invitations to participate in the study. The sample was small for a
survey, a 30% response rate (Dillman, 2000). The data allows for generalization in south-west Texas
but, may be limited in its application to other areas of the state and country.
Limitations
The study was cross-sectional, which does not allow for in-depth data collection. Surveys
provide information that is self reported and not validated by observations. As a self-report, potential for
unintentional bias may occur and the data may not be an accurate representation of the educational
leaders’ actual knowledge (Dillman, 2000.) For example, campus administrators may have less
knowledge than they realized. They may also have know more about manifestation determination and
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functional behavioral assessments, but were not familiar with the term. Additionally, respondents selfselected whether to complete the survey.
Multiple e-mails were sent with the invitation to participates, a link to the survey, an opt-out link,
the actual number of participants is unknown, as filters may have blocked the e-mails or sent them to the
“junk” folder without the participants’ knowledge.
Assumptions
There were several assumptions in this study. The first assumption was educational leaders had
knowledge of the operational process of e-mails and e-mailing. The next assumption was that most
schools have students with IEPs, therefore educational leaders can answer questions about serving
students with disabilities in both general and special education settings on their campuses. The final
assumption was that campus administrators have knowledge of and influence all campus activities, even
if special education supervisors and instructional specialists are involved in the collaborative process.
Definition of Terms
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): It is a measure of the year-to-year class achievement on the state
assessment system. States develop target starting goals for AYP and the state must raise the bar in
gradual increments so 100% of students in the state are proficient on state assessments by the 2013-14
school year. AYP applies to each district and school in the state. The exception being No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) sanctions for schools that do not make AYP for two or more years in a row only apply
to those districts and schools the receive Title I funds.
Auditory Impairment: The term used to describe hearing impairments which cause communication
problems and other developmental and educational needs (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p. 68).
Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP): Teacher activities designed to promote positive behaviors within
students. Self-discipline is the goal of behavior in. All activities, being based on each child’s behavioral
needs. The objectives of a BIP are to increase appropriate pro-social behaviors and to decrease
disruptive and antisocial behaviors.
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Collaboration: Two or more people working together towards a common goal. People work together
voluntarily, assume equal responsibility, and share decision making (Friend & Cook, 2007).
Competency-Based Training: A set of related knowledge, skills, and attitudes that affect the role of
responsibility of one’s job and that is measured against standards that can be improved on with training
and professional development.
Continuum of Services: Federal regulations state that:
Each public agency shall ensure that a continuum of alternative placements is available for special
education and related services to meet the needs of children with disabilities;
The continuum must include the alternative placements listed in the definition of special education for
example, instruction in regular, special classes, and instruction in hospitals and institutions;
Supplementary services (to include resource rooms and itinerant instruction) must be provided in
conjunction with regular class placement (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p.76).
Due Process: “The legal procedures and requirements of the federal regulations and the state regulations
protecting the rights of students with disabilities. It includes the written notices that need to be provided
to parents and written consent of the parents to evaluation and services provided for their child.”
(Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p.103).
Education Foundations: “A cross-disciplinary study of education that includes schooling, or a cultural
process grounded in the social institutions, process, and ideas that characterize particular cultures.”
(Butin, D.W., 2005, p.7).
Education of all Handicapped Children Act: “The 1975 federal regulation that assured children with
disabilities a free and appropriate public education and provided the states with federal funding to assist
them in providing that education.” (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p.8).
Emotionally Disturbed (Emotional Disturbance): “The term emotional disturbance is used to describe a
condition marked by one or more of the following characteristics over a long period of time and will, to
a significant degree, adversely affect a child’s educational performance:
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•

An inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors;

•

An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers;

•

Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances;

•

A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression;

•

A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school problems.

The term may include a number of psychiatric disorders; however, social maladjustments is not
considered emotional disturbance, unless the other symptoms are present as well.” IDEA
[300(7)9(c)(5)].
Evaluation Report: “A written report that summarizes the findings of the multidisciplinary evaluation
team” (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p.71).
Free and Appropriate Public Education: “Special education and related services that are provided at
public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without charge to the parents, and also that
meet the standards of the state education department. Special education and related services must be
provided in conformity with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) as required by IDEA.”
(National Center for Learning Disabilities, Inc., 2006.)
Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA): “A problem solving process for addressing student behavior.
FBA relies on a variety techniques and strategies to identify the reasons for a specific behavior and to
help IEP teams select interventions that directly address the problem behavior.” (National Center for
Learning, Inc., 2006.)
General Education Curriculum: “The same curriculum as that established for students without
disabilities.” (Hitchcock, Meyer, Rose and Jackson, p.10, 2002.)
Inclusion: “The meaningful participation of students with disabilities in general education classrooms
and programs” (Bateman & Bateman, 2001).
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Individualized Education Program (IEP): A written statement for each child with a disability that is
developed by parents and school staff to endure that students with disabilities are provided appropriate
special education and related services and is reviewed, and revised according to the requirements of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA).
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA): IDEA, was originally enacted by Congress in 1975,
to make sure that children with disabilities had the opportunity to receive a free and appropriate public
education. The law has been revised over the years. The most recent amendments were passed in 2004
by Congress, final regulations were published in 2006. National Dissemination Center for Children with
Disabilities (NICHY).
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA): The reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Act signed by President Bush on December 3, 2004.
Integrated: The merging of special and general education into a single educational system.
Knowledge Base: Specific information that is learned in an educational field.
Least Restrictive Environment: To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities are to be
educated with children who are not disabled.
Manifestation Determination: A procedure all parties utilize to review events of school infractions or
misconduct (cumulative ten day rule) for the purpose of determining whether the infraction is a result of
the student’s disability.
Mainstreaming: To maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities should be educated with
children who have no disabilities.
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB): The 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Act (ESEA) of 1965. NCLB significantly raises the expectations for states and local school districts by
requiring that all students will meet or exceed standards in reading and mathematics by the 2013-2014
school year.
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Other Health Impairment: “Having limited strength, vitality, or alertness, including a heightened
alertness to environmental stimuli, that results in limited alertness with respect to the educational
environment that is due tp chronic or acute health problems such as asthma, attention deficit disorder or
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, diabetes, epilepsy, a heart condition, hemophilia, lead poisoning,
leukemia, nephritis, rheumatic fever, sickle cell anemia, and Tourette syndrome: and adversely affects a
child’s educational performance.” United States Department of Education, (2005) (p.2).
Preparation Gap: The gap between what has been taught in a preparation program and the competencies
and skills that need to be developed in order to successfully perform the job.
Pre-Referral Intervention: Interventions delivered in the student’s regular classroom to improve learning
before the student is referred for a formal special education evaluation.
Procedural Safeguard: Those provisions in the Individuals with Disabilities Act which protect student’s
and parent’s rights regard to a free and appropriate education (FAPE).
Professional Development: Education and training implemented during employment to provide
additional knowledge or advance existing skills.
Related Services: Support services that are required to assist a child with a disability to benefit from
special education. Related services include speech-language pathology and audiology services, physical
and occupational services, transportation and health services.
Response-To-Intervention (RTI): It is a three-tiered model of interventions where students are
continually monitored for progress. The main features of RTI are high quality research-based instruction
and interventions, universal screenings, and progress monitoring (Bradley, Danielson, Doolittle, 2005).
The purpose of RTI is to identify students at-risk of failure so that interventions are provided as early as
possible (Vaughn & Fuchs, (2003).
Site-Based Management: A strategy to improve education by transferring authority and responsibility
for decision-making from the central office to the school site.
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Speech or Language Impairment: A communication disorder, such as impaired articulation, a language
impairment, or voice impairment, that adversely affects a child’s educational performance. United States
Department of Education, (2005) p.2.
Standards(Educational): “Educational standards define the knowledge and skills students should possess
at critical points in their education and career. Standards serve as a basis of educational reform across
the nation’s educators and policy makers respond to a clear definition of desired outcomes of schooling
and a way to measure student success in terms of outcomes.” (National Research Council, 2001.)
Student with a Disability or Disabled Student: “A properly evaluated child who has ‘intellectual
challenges’, a hearing impairment which includes deafness, a speech or language impairment, a visual
impairment that includes blindness, emotional disturbance, an orthopedic impairment, autism, traumatic
brain injury, or other health impairment, a specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, or multiple
disabilities, and who, by reason there of needs special education and related services.” (Bateman &
Bateman, 2001, p.67).
Visual Impairment: The term used to describe visual impairments which cause communication problems
and other developmental and educational needs (Bateman & Bateman, 2001, p. 68).
Summary
This chapter introduced the problem of the lack of special education preparation for campus
administrators or educational leaders in their administrative preparation programs. Effective educational
leaders should have a basic knowledge of special education, a working knowledge of special education
law and a working knowledge of special education best teaching practices. This knowledge base is
composed of two sections, fundamental knowledge (to include special education law) and current issues
in special education. The literature points to the fact that, despite the passage of IDEA more than thirty
years ago, preparation programs for campus administrators have not addressed or developed the
competencies in special education needed for the graduates to be effective educational leaders
(principals or assistant principals) at the campus level. Inadequate preparation programs, has the
potential to dramatically affect not only the education of students with disabilities but also in financial
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and legal costs to ‘out of compliance’ campuses and their school districts and in the campus
administrators’ role as instructional leaders. The chapter ends with the definitions of concepts and
specific terms relevant to special education and educational leadership.

17

Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
This chapter presents empirical literature, theoretical perspectives, and expert opinion from the
fields of campus administration and special education. Educational leaders are held accountable for the
progress of all students on their campuses, there is a need for campus administrator preparation
programs to address both what research indicates as important, as well as, what educational leaders
report as lacking in their knowledge base.

Also, discussed in this chapter are three sources of

professional opinion: 1. Cochrane and Westling (1997), what knowledge and practices are needed by
educational leaders to make mainstreaming successful; 2. The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)
(2002), what the core knowledge and skill areas that are required by beginning special educators and 3.
Montheith (1998), that formal training was required in special education for educational leaders to
become effective leaders. These three professional perspectives overlap five areas of knowledge for
educational leaders. These five areas are: 1.) Professional practice to include collaboration and
reflection; 2.) the historic responsibility of educational leaders to provide resources for all teachers the
obtain knowledge to teach all students; 3.) characteristics of disabilities that include the understanding of
the evolution of definitions, as well as, the implications of being labeled (by your disability); 4.)
knowledge of legislation that entails both the historical and recent enactments and 5.) knowledge of
learning differences.
Review of History/The Legal Basis for Special Education
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Act, was enacted in 1975. This is the
federal law that guarantees a free and appropriate education for all children. (Education for All
Handicapped Act of 1975.) Before this act, children with disabilities were educated in private schools
outside of school districts, special education centers, or children with disabilities received no education
at all. The responsibility for students with disabilities was given to special education directors and
special education principals. This meant that students with disabilities did not attend the neighborhood
schools but schools outside of the general school population and therefore the neighborhood campus
administrators had little or no contact with them.
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Even though the Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 was law, its’ implementation was
difficult as many school districts were not equipped to meet the needs of this new school population.
Although allowed to attend schools in their neighborhoods, students with disabilities placement did not
encourage involvement with the general education population or the general education curriculum.
It was during these early years of the Education for All Handicapped Act that a separate system
of special and general education was established. This system took the responsibility for special
education administration from the hands of campus level administrators and placed it into the hands of
district-level administrators (Lashley, 2007). Since, students with disabilities bought with them a host of
problems and needs with which neighborhood principals were not familiar, the principals easily ceded
their responsibility for educating this population to district special education supervisors or other
educational specialist.
The reauthorization of the Education for All Handicapped Act, Individuals with Disabilities Act
Education of 1997 (IDEA), reinforced the legal concept of a free and appropriate education (FAPE) for
all students with disabilities, along with rights called procedural safeguards that were designed to protect
the rights of students with disabilities and their parents or guardians. Parents now demanded placements
(Least Restrictive Environment or LRE) for their children that decreases the isolation of students with
disabilities from their non-disabled peers. “This legal concept of providing specially designed
instruction for students with disabilities in settings that allowed them to be educated with their nondisabled peers, is referred to as the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)” (Bateman & Bateman, 2001,
p.69). A version of this concept was referred to as the “Inclusion Movement.” The “Inclusion
Movement” indicates it is the limited access to general education curriculum and not the mere presence
of the disability that is a reason for the poor outcomes of students with disabilities (Berres, et al., 1996.)
This is one reason, proponents if the Inclusion Movement emphasize that specially designed instruction
must occur in the general education setting whenever possible.
In the 1980’s there is apparent shift toward an emphasis in special education duties for
principals. This shift was accelerated by the reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 (DiPaola and Walther19

Thomas, 2003). The educational leader became not only responsible for supervision of special education
programs on their campuses but the law also mandated the practice of placing the students with
disabilities in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). Patterson et al. (2000) also cites that the 1997
reauthorization of IDEA that required students to participate in state testing and accountability
programs. Added to this is the trend towards site-based management in the late 1980’s and 1990’s all
had a direct impact on the campus leader’s responsibility for special education programs. Prior to this
period, according to Patterson et al. (2000), the special education organization was seen as a districtwide administrative function. Campus administrators must now pay attention to federal and state special
education guidelines, as they manage interrelated parts that range from allocating classroom space,
responding to parent concerns, hiring and assigning special education personnel to ensuring that
accommodations such as grab bar are properly installed.
According to the report of the Council for Exceptional Children (2001), special education is no
longer a segregated setting with social isolation of both students and teachers or a “placement option”
but should be an integrated system of academic supports designed to help students with disabilities
receive their education in the LRE.
Not only has the view of special education changed but the passage of new education laws have
also had a significant impact on special education in the public school setting. The No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 (NCLB) has set new and more rigid educational standards for schools, as well as,
accountability standards through standardized testing. NCLB required that students with disabilities
scores be included in the standards and accountability measures. Before NCLB many students were
exempted from standardized testing or their results were removed from the population. Now students
with disabilities must meet educational standards and their results have the same impact as any other
student’s on the total district and school results. Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is now a standard that
the entire school population must meet. Students with disabilities are now fully integrated into the
assessment of the school’s progress. Allbritten et al. (2004) cite No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as law
not just for the general education student population but a law that indicates the commitment of the
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federal government to ensure that students with disabilities will receive meaningful access to the general
education curriculum.
In spite of many years of special education legislation there is evidence of the continued practice
of educational leaders to isolate the needs of students with disabilities from the needs of the general
school population. In some instances, special education is still not recognized as an important part of the
general education process. Recently, there have been attempts to emphasize an integrative relationship
between special and general education processes (Board of Education, New York City, 2004). Key to
improving special education preparation for campus administrators is collaborative strategies that
integrate general and special education. Bosardin (2007) suggests the use of evidence-based practices
will help educational leaders develop the needed skills to address the needs of all students on their
campuses. An educational practice that includes the inclusive administrative processes is the Response
to Intervention Model. Response to Intervention (RTI);
“…integrates assessment and intervention within a multi-level prevention system to maximize
student achievement and to reduce behavioral problems…schools use data to identify students at risk for
poor learning outcomes, monitor student progress, provide evidence-based interventions and adjust the
nature of those interventions depending on a student’s responsiveness, and identify students with
learning disabilities or other disabilities” (National Center on Response to Intervention, 2010).
Changing Landscape for Educational Leaders/Core and Current Issues in Special Education
Acrоѕѕ the United Ѕtatеѕ, more than 20,000 adminiѕtratоrѕ hold the primary rеѕpоnѕibility of
leading, ѕupеrviѕing, and managing the delivery of ѕpеcial еducatiоn and related ѕеrvicеѕ in state
dеpartmеntѕ and local ѕchооl ѕyѕtеmѕ (U.Ѕ. Department of Еducatiоn, 2005). The incrеaѕеd demand fоr
their ѕеrvicеѕ еxcееdѕ the adequate supply of candidatеѕ who are well prepared to lead instruction fоr
divеrѕе ѕtudеntѕ in more еffеctivе, ѕuppоrtivе, and inclusive ways. Ѕоmе ѕtatеѕ have lооѕеnеd
rеquirеmеntѕ fоr ѕpеcializеd licеnѕurе to incrеaѕе the supply of educational leaders, and in ѕоmе ѕchооl
districts, principalѕ or their aѕѕiѕtantѕ have bееn hired as dirеctоrѕ of ѕpеcial еducatiоn (Laѕhlеy &
Bоѕcardin, 2003).
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The landscape of ѕchооl lеadеrѕhip in general is alѕо changing. Partly, in response to the
mandates of the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), campus administrators are aѕѕuming greater
rеѕpоnѕibility fоr еnѕuring that ѕtudеntѕ who have diѕabilitiеѕ have accеѕѕ to the general еducatiоn
curriculum with appropriately intеnѕivе instruction and ѕuppоrtѕ, and fоr monitoring their prоgrеѕѕ in
district and state aѕѕеѕѕmеntѕ (DiPaоla & Walthеr-Thоmaѕ, 2002). New prоviѕiоnѕ in the Individuals
with Diѕabilitiеѕ Еducatiоn Imprоvеmеnt Act (2004) place a premium on the lеadеrѕhip of
interdisciplinary, prоblеm-ѕоlving teams prior to and during еvaluatiоnѕ to dеtеrminе a ѕtudеnt'ѕ
eligibility fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn. Ѕtatutоry changеѕ, such as, the re-authorization of IDEA to Individuals
with Disabilities Educational Improvement Act (IDEIA) and NCLB alѕо pоѕе higher еxpеctatiоnѕ fоr
adminiѕtratоrѕ to build trust and nеgоtiatе conflicts as they participate with parents and оthеr
prоfеѕѕiоnalѕ in the delivery of ѕpеcial еducatiоn services. Accountability, becomes more challenging
fоr ѕchооl lеadеrѕ who dеѕcribе the rеѕpоnѕibility fоr administrating ѕpеcial еducatiоn as a vexing
concern (Kоchan, Jackѕоn, & Dukе, 1999).
The practice of ѕpеcial еducatiоn administration has bееn dеѕcribеd as occurring at the
intеrѕеctiоn of ѕpеcial еducatiоn implementation and еducatiоnal lеadеrѕhip (Laѕhlеy & Bоѕcardin,
2003), busy crоѕѕrоadѕ where traffic rulеѕ and lane patterns change frequently. Hоwеvеr, instead of
being practiced at the crоѕѕrоadѕ where thеѕе diѕciplinеѕ intеrѕеct and cоntinuе on in different
dirеctiоnѕ, the practice of ѕpеcial еducatiоn administration, at the campus level might be dеѕcribеd as
occurring at the interface where thеѕе diѕciplinеѕ оvеrlap, using the word interface to mean the space
where intеractiоnѕ occur among different prоcеѕѕеѕ or ѕyѕtеmѕ. Imagined in this way, negotiating
intеractiоnѕ at the interface of ѕpеcial еducatiоn and еducatiоnal lеadеrѕhip cоmpriѕеѕ the work of
educational leaderѕ who are rеѕpоnѕiblе fоr еnѕuring that ѕtudеntѕ who have diѕabilitiеѕ get what they
nееd to learn, and that their tеachеrѕ rеcеivе the ѕuppоrt they require to do their job (Crоckеtt, 2004).
Negotiating thеѕе prоfеѕѕiоnal intеractiоnѕ is challenging bеcauѕе, educating ѕtudеntѕ who have
еxcеptiоnal nееdѕ pоѕеѕ dilemmas about diffеrеncеѕ in learning styles fоr which thеrе are no riѕk-frее or
uncomplicated ѕоlutiоnѕ (Kauffman & Hallahan, 2005).
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As the practice of campus administration mоvеd from a compliance model to a locally dеlivеrеd
instructional or site-based model, adminiѕtratоrѕ have wrеѕtled with two quеѕtiоnѕ: “Who is rеѕpоnѕiblе
fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn at different lеvеlѕ within a ѕchооl ѕyѕtеm?” and “How are lеadеrѕhip tasks and
functions accоmpliѕhеd to ѕuppоrt ѕuccеѕѕful learning fоr all ѕtudеntѕ, еѕpеcially thоѕе who have
diѕabilitiеѕ?” Thеѕе quеѕtiоnѕ rеѕоnatе with recent ѕchоlarѕhip that cоncеptualizеѕ lеadеrѕhip as being
both the prоcеѕѕ and the product of engaging in complex ѕоcial intеractiоnѕ that influence human
activitiеѕ (Watѕоn & Ѕcribnеr, 2005). The concept of distributed lеadеrѕhip prоvidеѕ a uѕеful
pеrѕpеctivе in еxplоring the balance of lеadеrѕhip rеѕpоnѕibilitiеѕ fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn acrоѕѕ principalѕ,
aѕѕiѕtant principalѕ, and tеachеrѕ within ѕchооlѕ, and adminiѕtratоrѕ and ѕupеrviѕоrѕ acrоѕѕ ѕchооl
districts.
Rather than viewing lеadеrѕhip as vеѕtеd only in adminiѕtratоrѕ, a distributed pеrѕpеctivе views
instructional lеadеrѕhip as an intеrdеpеndеnt activity еngagеd in by multiple pеrѕоnnеl to improve
teaching and learning within their community (Ѕpillanе, Halvеrѕоn, & Diamоnd, 2001). Lооking at what
pеоplе do, rather than еmphaѕizing the rоlеѕ they play within an оrganizatiоn, fоcuѕеѕ attention on how
practicеѕ ѕuppоrting ѕpеcial еducatiоn are еnactеd by formal and informal lеadеrѕ, including
adminiѕtratоrѕ and tеachеrѕ (Bays and Crockett, 2007). Although instructional lеadеrѕhip practicеѕ
might be distributed, administrative authority remains highly influential. According to Ѕpillanе еt al.
(2001), “the way in which ѕchооl lеadеrѕ enact lеadеrѕhip tasks may be what is mоѕt important when it
cоmеѕ to influencing what tеachеrѕ do” (p. 24).
Tо addrеѕѕ the changing landscape of lеadеrѕhip, the Center on Pеrѕоnnеl Ѕtudiеѕ in Ѕpеcial
Еducatiоn (CОPЅЅЕ) at the University of Florida, a project funded by the U.Ѕ. Department of
Еducatiоn, Office of Ѕpеcial Еducatiоn Prоgramѕ, aѕѕеmblеd an еxpеrt panel to dеvеlоp rеѕеarch
quеѕtiоnѕ that addrеѕѕеd the supply of and demand fоr campus level administrators, and the role of
educational leaderѕ in providing lеadеrѕhip fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn. Ѕtakеhоldеrѕ then rated the practical
importance of the research quеѕtiоnѕ and identified ѕеvеral as priоritiеѕ fоr future rеѕеarch: (a) how
instructional lеadеrѕhip at the district and campus lеvеlѕ affects the pеrfоrmancе of tеachеrѕ and the
оutcоmеѕ of their high and low achieving ѕtudеntѕ? (b) How lеadеrѕhip preparation and prоfеѕѕiоnal
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dеvеlоpmеnt prоgramѕ affect the capacity of adminiѕtratоrѕ to mееt the nееdѕ of all ѕtudеntѕ? and (c)
How ѕchооl ѕyѕtеmѕ can both attract and retain high quality tеachеrѕ and adminiѕtratоrѕ? (IDЕA
Partnеrѕhip & CОPЅЅЕ, 2005).
Few ѕtudiеѕ prоvidе dеѕcriptiоnѕ or еxplanatоry thеоriеѕ fоr how instructional lеadеrѕhip
addrеѕѕing ѕpеcial еducatiоn occurs in ѕchооlѕ. Bayѕ and Crоckеtt (2007)

uѕеd grounded thеоry

mеthоdѕ to examine the ѕupеrviѕоry practicеѕ uѕеd by principalѕ, dirеctоrѕ of ѕpеcial еducatiоn, and
tеachеrѕ in providing fоr the delivery of ѕpеcially dеѕignеd instruction, the nееdѕ that will be addrеѕѕеd
by thеѕе practicеѕ, and the cоnditiоnѕ that cauѕеd instructional ѕupеrviѕiоn to be conducted as it will be
in еlеmеntary ѕchооlѕ with limited rеѕоurcеѕ fоr ѕuppоrt.
Billingѕlеy (2005) еxplоrеd teacher lеadеrѕhip in ѕpеcial еducatiоn, diѕcuѕѕing the еmеrgеncе of
new teacher rоlеѕ in ѕchооlѕ, the rооtѕ and meanings of teacher lеadеrѕhip, and pоѕѕiblе bеnеfitѕ when
tеachеrѕ engage in ѕchооl lеadеrѕhip. She dеѕcribеd how tеachеrѕ lead through ѕchооl-wide
cоllabоratiоn and diѕtrict-widе prоfеѕѕiоnal dеvеlоpmеnt; through their work as clinical faculty in
Prоfеѕѕiоnal Dеvеlоpmеnt Ѕchооlѕ (PDЅѕ), and as mеntоrѕ to new cоllеaguеѕ. After providing a
pеrѕоnal profile of оnе ѕpеcial еducatiоn teacher-leader, Billingѕlеy (2005) еxplоrеd the barriers to
teacher lеadеrѕhip and the ways in which the work of teacher-lеadеrѕ might be ѕuppоrtеd.
Laѕhlеy and Boscardin (2003) prоvidеd a critique of principal lеadеrѕhip fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn
and еxaminеd a framework fоr rethinking how educational leaderѕ might bеcоmе better prepared to
addrеѕѕ the equity and еxcеllеncе demands that are inherent in current federal pоliciеѕ. Laѕhlеy (2007)
rеflеctѕ on his еxpеriеncеѕ as a ѕpеcial еducatiоn dirеctоr and arguеѕ that cоntеmpоrary principalѕ havе
an оppоrtunity to addrеѕѕ longstanding inеquitiеѕ that havе hindered еducatiоn fоr a variety of ѕtudеntѕ
in ѕubgrоupѕ characterized by race, claѕѕ, gender, ethnicity, and disability. Campus administrators can
play a key role, he ѕuggеѕtѕ, by provoking changеѕ in their ѕchооlѕ that addrеѕѕ thеѕе inеquitiеѕ.
Bоѕcardin (2007) еxplоrеѕ the “ѕpеcialnеѕѕ” of ѕpеcial еducatiоn administration, making the
point that this field, which draws from the knоwlеdgе baѕе of ѕpеcial еducatiоn, is historically and
philоѕоphically pоѕitiоnеd to prоmоtе the uѕе of еvidеncе-baѕеd practicеѕ in ѕchооlѕ. The challenge fоr
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adminiѕtratоrѕ, in her view, is to direct ѕyѕtеm-wide initiativеѕ in ways that rеdеfinе lеadеrѕhip as a
cоllabоrativе еffоrt that ѕuppоrtѕ the uѕе of proven practicеѕ to improve the achiеvеmеnt of ѕtudеntѕ
with diѕabilitiеѕ, as well as, all the ѕtudеntѕ in their charge. Bоѕcardin (2007) arguеѕ that adminiѕtratоrѕ,
who are able to organize lеadеrѕhip teams, implement еffеctivе ѕtratеgiеѕ fоr ѕyѕtеm-wide prоgrеѕѕ
monitoring, and fоѕtеr culturеѕ that ѕuppоrt data-baѕеd dеciѕiоnѕ, will be pоiѕеd to link rеѕpоnѕivе
lеadеrѕhip initiativеѕ to improved instruction and learning оutcоmеѕ in ѕtudеntѕ with diѕabilitiеѕ. The
changing landscape of ѕpеcial еducatiоn administration is addrеѕѕеd in this iѕѕuе by cоntributоrѕ whоѕе
ѕchоlarѕhip addrеѕѕеѕ ѕyѕtеmic cоncеrnѕ and complex human intеractiоnѕ that occur at the interface of
ѕpеcial еducatiоn and campus administration.
Given that educational leaders are held accountable for the performance of all students in their
schools, a need exists to ground training in both what research indicates as important as well as what
educational leaders report as deficit areas in their knowledge base.
Core to the basic understanding of the functioning and history of special education and the
students it serves is fundamental knowledge. This type of knowledge for educational leaders is to be
well defined in several pieces of seminal and current literature. Cochrane and Wrestling (1977)
described ten practical suggestions as to what knowledge and practices are needed by educational
leaders to make mainstreaming successful. These suggestions for educational leaders included: (a) being
mindful of characteristics of individuals with disabilities, (b) making regular education teachers aware of
these characteristics, (c) providing additional information to staff about education exceptional children,
(d) utilizing special education teachers as support, (e) considering alternatives for support, (f) utilizing
community resources, (g) providing special material funds for regular education teachers, (h) educating
normal children about disabilities, (i) advocating on a one-on-one basis as needed for students with
disabilities, and (j) providing leadership and support to the teaching staff.
The Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) (2002) provides guidance to what the core
knowledge and skill areas beginning special educators should possess and those include: (a)
philosophical, historical, and legal foundations, (b) characteristics of learners, (c) assessment, diagnosis,
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and evaluation, (d) instructional content and practice, (e) planning and managing the teaching and
learning environment, (f) managing student behavior and social interaction skills, (g) communication
and collaborative partnerships, and (h) professionalism and ethical practices.
CEC reports that an understanding of these topics is crucial for educational leaders as they
supervise teachers and govern exceptional students. Monteith (1998) surveyed 120 principals, assistant
principals, and supervisors, from South Carolina, regarding their formal special education training. As a
result, 75% of the respondents indicated they had no formal training in special education and 90%
indicated such training was needed to become an effective leader, core knowledge competencies in
special education for educational leaders were identified and those are: (a) being able to define
characteristics of students with disabilities (b) understanding how to identify and assess students with
disabilities, (c) being aware of disability legislation, (d) understanding the technical aspects of the
referral and placement process for students with disabilities, and (e) understanding how to support the
education needs of students with disabilities.
These three professional opinion perspectives (Cochrane and Westling (1997), the Council for
Exceptional Children (2002a), and Montheith (1998)) provide a common knowledge base for
educational leaders. Five identified areas for educational leader knowledge overlap across the three
sources of professional opinion: professional practice, all teachers teaching all students, characteristics
of disabilities, legislation, and learning differences.
The first area of focus is professional practice. Primarily, this will use collaboration and
reflection, both concepts have multiple and complex definitions, but for this proposal, collaboration will
be defined as a style of direct interaction between at least two co-equal parties willingly engaged in
shared decision-making as they work toward a common goal (Friend & Cook, 2007). Reflection will be
used to define involving active, persistent, and care consideration of any belief or practice in light of its
supporting grounds and its eventual consequences (Dewey, 1933). Stanovich (1996) identified
collaboration as one of the most beneficial practices educational leaders can participate in for students,
parents, and teachers. Effective collaboration can promote the successful delivery of services for
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students, increase the appropriateness of the process of creating and implementing Individualized
Education Plans, increase the development and implementing of modifications and behavior plans, and
promote a partnership between professionals for instruction. Stanovich (1996) also stated that principals
can help teachers be collaborative by communicating effectively, building trust, and investing time for
collaboration. The National Association of State Directors of Special Education (1998) proposes that
collaboration between general and special education teachers is essential in order to provide students
with disabilities access to the general curriculum. McLaughlin (2002) found that schools that were
effective in using collaboration had teachers who planned and problem solved together around curricular
goals to ensure the opportunity for all students to learn. Evans (1991) conducted a literature review of
the practice of collaboration in special education. Studies as early as 1975 looked at the practice of
consultation provided to teachers or collaborative efforts between teachers. One overall finding was that
the teachers involved with consultation programs were more apt to ask each other for help and were
more likely to implement programs when the approach used was collaboration in nature. Literature in
the review on collegiality among teachers and with administrators demonstrated that effective staff
development and cooperation efforts are strongly supported when staff members treat each other and
work as colleagues.
Reflection is a practice that has been promoted across disciplines within education. Han (1995)
defined reflection as an ongoing process of critically examining and refining practice. Educational
leaders at the campus level should use reflective practice as a way to become aware of their convictions
and the consequences of such beliefs on the practice of their teaching. Brownlee and Carrington (2000)
investigated the attitudes of regular education student teachers about disabilities by providing them with
sustained contact with a teaching assistant with severe physical impairments. The student teachers had a
positive perception of the teaching assistant in the past interview. They also noted that the teacher
preparation program did not prepare them enough for inclusion or teaching individuals with disabilities.
Finally, the student teachers identified the use of the interview in promoting their reflection into their
belief systems about disabilities.
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The second area concerns the historical responsibility of general education teachers to teach
students with exceptionalities. Separate educational systems are not appropriate for all students with
disabilities. Educational leaders should understand the staff development needs of general and special
education teachers to help them match educational services and instruction to that belief system. Experts
have identified this area as critical as educational leaders need to be able to provide support to all
teachers about how to teach all students including those with disabilities.
With the implementation of the 1997 Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Act
(IDEA) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (2001) students with disabilities are required to receive
access to the general curriculum. This implies that general education teachers are expected to assume
responsibility for the instruction of students with disabilities. General education teachers can offer
important instructional and age appropriate social opportunities that students with significant disabilities
have historically missed (Downing 2001). General education teachers are responsible for the instruction
of students now more than ever. With the variations in how they are receiving training to provide that
instruction, educational leaders must support the staff development needs of all teachers.
The third area of focuses on the characteristics of disabilities. Understanding the evolution of the
definitions for some disability areas as well as the implications of having a label of a disability is crucial
for educational leaders to effectively participate in decisions regarding students. As definitions of
disabilities are established and changed over time and as consequences of the identification of the
students as having disabilities are understood, educational leaders need a basic appreciation of the
characteristics of disabilities.
Introductory textbooks on special education typically define and describe the various disabilities
recognized in IDEA (Gearheart, Weishahn, & Gearheart, 1996; Heward, 2000; Smith, 2004). The use of
characteristics to develop categories or labels for students, however, has been challenged in the
conceptual literature. Brinker (1990) has questioned the premise that individuals with certain
characteristics benefit more from a specialized educational program than individuals with other
characteristics. He proposes that the categorization of children should not influence the content of the
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curriculum they receive and the process of their instruction. While the identification of students for
special education has historically looked at the deficits or part of the child, Brinker suggests that to meet
the education needs of a child, one must first view the whole child to consider not only disability, but the
cultural, socioeconomic, and racial characteristics that make up a child.
Benham (1997) examined university faculty attitudes and knowledge of the characteristics of
specific disabilities and legislation. There is no data about the understanding of teachers at the school
level, therefore educational leaders need to understand their staff and provide information so that general
education teachers are better able to identify and address the needs of students with disabilities.
The fourth area concerns legislation. The implications of historical legislative acts as well as
recent legislation initiatives define legislative fundamental knowledge. The influence of legislation on
special education is a vital element educational leaders must understand so that they may provide
students services they need in compliance with the laws. Educational leaders must understand the legal
procedures established through court cases and they need to correctly interpret those procedures for
implications for their students.
The field of special education in schools was formally established in response to Public Law 94142 (1975). Each reauthorization of this law and other laws, such as the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) (1990), Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (1973) and NCLB (2001), have dictated changes to
how students with disabilities are served instructionally. Some experts have tracked shifts in practices
related to the core elements of P.L. 94-142 and IDEA (1997) over time. One example (Crockett, 2002)
responded to the changes that IDEA presented society related to providing a free appropriate public
education (FAPE) in a least restrictive environment (LRE). Within each reauthorization of IDEA,
changes are mandated about how students with disabilities are identified and served. In response to the
1997 amendments about discipline for students with disabilities, Hartwig and Ruesch (2000) and Yell,
Drasgow, and Rozalski (2001) each defined what the major changes entailed for practice. As discipline
has become a difficult issue for students, parents, and schools, the provisions for what can and cannot be
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legally done related to suspensions, manifestation determinations, intervention plans, and alternatives
need to be clearly understood.
Several pieces of legislation have directly addressed providing access and including students
with low incidence disabilities in assessments tied to the general curriculum. Thompson, Quenemoen,
Thurlow, and Ysseldyke (2001) described how the reauthorizations of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) in 1994 that included Title 1 and in 1997 stressed the use of high standards and
expectations for all students and the inclusion of the performance of such students in assessments that
appropriately measure their achievement on state content standards. Special education is a major area for
litigation for school systems across the nation (Johnson & Duffet, 2003). The basis of such litigation is
likely the interpretation of the law and the services provided by systems. The understanding by
educational leaders of the elements of the laws that shape special education is critical.
The final area of knowledge is learning differences. Every child is different and has different
learning styles. Children with special needs bring additional disparity. Cultural diversity and assessment
are two of the global areas of learning differences.
The consideration of cultural implications and the over identification of minorities in special
education will be discussed as fundamental knowledge in diversity. Potential biases in assessment and
the impact of assessment will also be explored. Recent legislation and reform movements dictate that
educational leaders are very aware of the learning differences of all students. This understanding
regarding the impact of those differences on classroom climate and instruction is critical for educational
leaders.
In reviewing cultural diversity, the disproportionate overrepresentation of minority students in
special education has been well documented (Harris, Brown, Ford, & Richardson, 2004; Skiba,
Knesting, & Bush, 2002). Gay (2002) purported that students of color were more likely to be placed in
special education because educators working with those students lacked knowledge or appreciation for
the cultural values and the impact such values has on learning. Other (Sileo & Prater, 1998; Skiba,
Knesting, & Bush, 2002) have indicated a cultural bias in testing measures as well as undereducated
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staff. Sileo and Prater (1998) indicated that characteristics that contribute to school failure for minority
students are the speaking of nonstandard English, the use of inappropriate assessments, inadequate
teacher skills in accommodating cultural characteristics, and a disproportionate cultural representation
between teachers and students.

Gay (2002) suggested that improvements made to instructional

programs and practices that embrace cultural heritages, experiences, and perspectives will help all
children succeed.
Researchers at The National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (NCCRESt)
published recommendations individuals working with minority students (Klinger et al., 2005). These
recommendations were presented within three interrelated domains: (a) culturally responsive policy, (b)
culturally responsive practice, and (c) culturally responsive people as change agents. Highlights of
recommendations from Klinger and colleagues (2005) include a nationwide implementation of early
intervention, universal screenings and continuous monitoring. Also recommended was that district
administrators should collaborate more with one another rather than work against each other. Currently,
general and special education personnel run their programs separately rather than jointly. Educational
leaders should disseminate information from both groups allowing the opportunity for all teachers to
learn about the others’ educational issues and concerns.
Lastly, Klinger et al., (2005) presented the idea that culturally responsive systems change
requires the involvement of people who are culturally responsive agents of change. Meaning that, every
individual working in education needs to embrace the concept that she or he is a powerful agent of
change in the lives of their students. Educational leaders typically have the most influence over school
climate, therefore they must insure that their campus personnel use culturally responsive, evidencebased teaching methods. All teachers can implement culturally responsive instruction simply by
allowing for the connecting of each student’s academic work to his/her family, community, and culture
especially since minority students often feel they must choose between academic success and their
cultural practices.
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Formative and summative evaluation measures for students in special education require the use
of fair and valid assessments. IDEA (1997) and NCLB require that students with disabilities be included
in End of Grade (EOG) assessments and that these assessments be nondiscriminatory and modified to
the extent that the child needs. The lack of valid summative assessment measures has also influenced
instruction and assessment for students with disabilities (Browder, et al., 2003; Browder, Fallin, Davis,
& Karvonen, 2003; Quenemoen, Lehr, Thurlow, & Massanari, 2001; Thurlow, Quenemoen, Thompson,
& Lehr, 2001; Tindal, et al., 2003). Students with significant cognitive disabilities had not been included
in an accountability system (Ford, Davern, & Schnorr, 2001; Thompson & Thurlow, 2001) until NCLB.
As alternate assessments continue to be revised for better technical quality and alignment with alternate
achievement standards, it is important to discover what knowledge educational leaders have about these
assessments. While these assessments include measures of reading and math at the current time, these
assessments differ in format and content from state to state. Portfolios, checklists, and one-time
performance skill assessments are the most frequent formats used by states (Byrnes, 2004). It is vital that
educational leaders understand the format used in their state, the content required for assessment, and
the requirements of performance by students using those assessments.
In a report to Congress in 2002, the President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education
identified several issues for consideration. Berdine (2003) summarized the major issues to include (a)
the need for a focus on results instead of the process of serving students, (b) the need to embrace a
model of prevention rather than a model of failure, and (c) the need to consider children with disabilities
as general education children first. Three themes include the issues of accountability, effective and early
interventions, and access to the general curriculum.
The educational leaders play a critical role in how students with disabilities are educated
academically and socially. Gameros (1995) suggests that the beliefs of the educational leaders are
directly related to the quality of services provided for students with disabilities. Farkas, Johnson, &
Duffett (2003) surveyed 909 educational leaders around the nation about their perceptions about the
daily role of leadership. These educational leaders reported that they believed federal regulation
regarding special education have become more imposing in recent years and that they are forced to
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spend a disproportionate amount of money on special education. These educational leaders also believed
that demonstrating Adequate Yearly Progress with students with disabilities was unreasonable and
undoable. As more students are included in regular public schools in self-contained, resource, and
regular classrooms (25th Annual Report to Congress, 2002), the impact of the beliefs of educational
leaders related to special education is more critical than ever.
The impact of educational leaders beliefs on instruction has received limited attention. Idol
(2006) surveyed general education teachers and educational leaders about their inclusive education
beliefs and practices. Results indicated that the inclusionary beliefs of the educational leaders highly
predict effective teaching behavior including how instruction is presented to students. It is important to
determine

what

variables

influence

educational

leaders

beliefs

about

special

education.

Recommendations have been made as to what practices educational leaders should perform to be
effective leaders for special education programs within their schools. Mainzer, Deshler, Coleman,
Kozleski, and Rodriquez-Walling (2003) suggested inclusive educational leaders should be able to
conduct meaningful evaluations of special education teachers, communicate the purpose and scope of
special education services to community stakeholders, and take an active instructional leader role by
visiting classrooms, participating in meetings, and providing information and support about effective
interventions. Parker and Day (1997) also identified five actions educational leaders should perform to
be the instructional leader in inclusive schools. Communicating the mission, managing the curriculum
and instruction, supervising the teaching, monitoring student progress, and promoting a welcoming
instructional climate were noted.
McEwan (2003) identified ten traits of effective educational leaders. These included being a
communicator, an educator, an envisionary, a facilitator, a change master, a culture builder, an activator,
a producer, a character builder, and a contributor. O'Hanlon and Clifton (2004) described effective
educational leaders as people who can do the job, make a difference, compete, reflect, are positive in
thoughts and actions, and are strongly committed to the growth of the people (students and staff) in their
schools. Fullan (2007a) described five components of leadership that, when put together, build the
foundation of effective practice. These included moral purpose, understanding the change process,
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relationship building, knowledge creation and sharing, and coherence making. Taking all of these
descriptions collectively, principals who are effective, change the process of education for the
betterment of the stakeholders. Therefore, change is a crucial element of effectiveness. Fullan (2007b)
described the three phases of educational change as initiation, implementation, and institutionalization
that provides a path to reform.
There is limited data about what information educational leaders are receiving in their training or
licensing programs related to special education. Hirth and Valesky (1991) surveyed 123 university
department chairs in education administration about their program's requirements for special education.
Fifty-four percent of those surveyed responded. The six-item survey inquired about the licenses the
program offered, program participants' knowledge of special education, and how students in their
programs acquired their knowledge of special education. Outcomes indicated that 28% of programs
required principals to have some knowledge of special education law. However, only 7% had a course
specific to special education law.
There are, however, many suggestions as to what information educational leaders should be
learning in their educational leadership programs related to special education. Collins and White (2001)
described a model program for training educational leaders in inclusion of students with emotional and
behavioral disabilities. Graduates of the program show a proficiency in such competencies as
demonstrating knowledge of learning and behavior characteristics of special education students,
knowledge and skill in the supervision of staff in inclusive classrooms, knowledge of special education
law, and knowledge of the research and best practice on inclusive programs.
Collaboration Between General and Special Education/Pre-referral Intervention and RTI Teams
Educational leaders are recognized as leaders of change (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006).
Campus administrators are responsible for keeping up to date of current laws, best practices and trends
in education. As the aspects of public schooling become more complex, educational leaders can be
effective as facilitators, enabling staff through collaboration to exchange ideas, build relationships,
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improve practices and solve problems to improve student achievement (Friend & Cook, 2007; Fullan,
2008).
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 2004 (IDEIA), has created the
demand for collaboration between general and special education staff especially those working on prereferral intervention/RTI teams and serving students with Individual Education Programs (IEPs).
Additionally, IDEIA requires that students be educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE) which
means more students with disabilities are included in general education classes (U.S. Department of
Education, 2009). Fifty-four percent of students with IEPs spend 80% of the school day in general
education classes (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).
Schools are required to administer standardized assessments to their entire school population.
The entire population (student with disabilities included) must meet standards. Educational leaders and
teachers are looking more closely at students with IEPs and how to improve this population’s test scores.
IDEIA 2004 calls for early intervention services that include a multi-tiered response to
instruction model. The response-to-intervention (RTI) is an approved model. The purpose RTI is to
identify students at-risk for failure so interventions might be provided as early as possible. RTI is a
general education initiative, but will play a role in determining eligibility for learning disabilities and
placement in special education (Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003). This is the reason general and special
education staff must collaborate in this effort.
Collaboration is a major component of change (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006). There have
been a few successful examples of true collaboration but most schools are still struggling with
collaboration (Hall & Hord, 2006). Common barriers to collaboration, as cited by teachers, include are
time, professional development, resources, and campus administrator support (Scruggs, Mastropieri &
McDuffie, 2007). Successful collaboration between general special education requires that educational
administrators support their campus staff by providing resources, time, materials, and personally
participate in collaborative activities (Hall & Hord, 2006).
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Campus administrators’ behaviors are related to the success of implementing new initiatives at
the site-based level. Fullan’s (2008) theory of change focuses on the role that leaders in successful
organizations play. Fullan (2008) states that schools are in a continuous cycle of change. Successful
leaders therefore are successful facilitators of change. Collaboration is essential component of the
change process. Educational leaders who value collaboration will facilitate the process through their
behaviors (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006).
Even with IDEIA calling for more students with IEPs to be served for increasing periods time in
the LRE, little progress been made in increasing collaboration between general and special education
staff to serve students with IEPs. The literature indicates that collaboration between general education
and special education to serve students with IEPs has been researched for the last twenty years, but
collaboration between these two groups is still limited (Friend & Cook, 2007). Leonard & Leonard
(2005) found that although educational leaders at the campus level felt that collaboration practices were
very important, implementation of collaboration at their campuses was actually occurring at much lower
levels. Current research indicates that campus administrators’ behaviors are essential to school wide
success (Marzano et al., 2005). Collaboration has been identified as an essential component of campuswide success and a major component of change (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006). If educational
leaders are key to campus success, then they are also key in supporting collaboration.
According to literature, campus administrators support collaboration in two ways. First,
educational leaders are actively part of the day-to-day collaborative activities that take place on their
campuses, and second they provide resources for their staff that allow them to participate in
collaborative activities (Fullan, 2008; Hall & Hord, 2006).
General education and special education staff must also collaborate on pre-referral intervention
and RTI teams. The main features of RTI are high quality research-based instruction and interventions,
universal screenings and progress monitoring (Bradley et al., 2005). RTI is a three tiered model, the first
tier being basic general education modifications that are made for students identified by general
education teacher as needing extra support. These are universal interventions that are considered a
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component of any high-end general education program. The second tier is small group interventions, and
the third tier is individualized interventions. If students receive the appropriate interventions in tier one
and are still not progressing; then further interventions are needed. Students are continually monitored
for progress during this process (Bradley et al., 2005).
Effective problem solving teams, part of RTI, have clear-cut goals, individual accountability, a
group process to guide the team to work collaboratively, and leadership skills among team members
(Friend & Cook, 2007). Educational leaders may improve problem-solving teams by supporting
collaborative efforts and making collaboration a part of the campus culture through their daily activities
(Rafoth and Foriska, 2006).
Educational leaders support collaboration by providing the campus staff with resources like
protected time to meet, regularly scheduled meetings, professional development, and materials.
Educational leaders must also monitor the collaborative process between general and special education
staff through direct participation in day-today activities so that any barriers that arise can be quickly
resolved. Educational leaders may not be neutral in collaboration. They either support or restrict
collaboration by their daily decisions.
Educational Leaders Preparation Programs and Special Education
Educational Leaders’ preparation programs have the primary responsibility to develop
administrative competencies through the curriculum content. While many of the courses are structured
towards developing competencies that a campus administrator needs to function effectively few
certification programs require courses that address special education issues comprehensively. According
to Levine (2005), the typical course of studies required of educational leaders is largely disconnected
from the realities of school management especially as it relates to the administration of special
education. Hess and Kelly (2003) state that all but 4% of practicing campus administrators report that it
is on-the-job experiences and guidance from colleagues that has been more helpful in preparing them for
their current position than their graduate school studies.
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Special education is an area in which the administrative preparation programs do not meet the
needs of the prospective campus administrator. Despite coursework, that is devoted to educational
leadership, all too often, campus administrators graduate from certification programs unprepared to
effectively address the needs of students with disabilities. Even though educational leaders have
struggled with educating students with disabilities for thirty-five plus years, campus administrator
certification programs have not prioritized the educating students with disabilities.
Educational leaders need a broader knowledge base, in order to effectively help students with
disabilities. To be included is functional knowledge of Individual Education Plans (IEPs), characteristics
of various disabilities, differentiated discipline policies, delivery of related services, least restrictive
environment (LRE), inclusive practices, pre-referral intervention/RTI processes, and the role and
responsibilities of the educational leader in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act
(IDEIA) regulations and standards. In traditional certification programs, these issues are usually
addressed with a low level of frequency. Lack of exposure to core special education concepts and
limited development of competencies that are needed in the role of campus administrator create a
“preparation gap.” Farley (2002) describes this as a gap between what faculty is “willing to teach” and
what is actually needed in campus administrators’ pre-service training. For too long, educational leaders
certification programs tend to reinforce the separation of special education and general education
according to Murphy and Vriesenga (2004).
In fact, Murphy and Vriesenga (2004) state that there is a need to re-examine the field of
educational leadership and the responsibility to train administrators that are able to effectively
administrate to all students on their campuses even those students with disabilities. It is this type of
treatment of special education in educational leaders’ preparation programs that contributes to the lack
of preparedness and lack of clarity in campus administrators’ experience as they struggle in their role to
educate students with disabilities.
The Interstate School Leaders Licensing Consortium (ISLLC) standards have been considered
the “state of the art” for educational leadership and leadership preparation. The standards, however, do
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not address the needs of students with disabilities directly. An in-depth review of the six ISLLC
standards, Council of Chief State school officers (1996) found that there was no specific mention of the
scope, breadth, and depth of the special education issues that are considered fundamental for adequate
training of educational leaders. Olson (2007) conducted a qualitative study to assess campus leaders’
response to the 2007 revision of the 1996 ISLLC Standards. The study found that though the campus
administrators’ were familiar with the standards, they were also overwhelmed with problems of
diversity, discipline, state mandates, accountability and special education that were more concerned
about how to deal with these immediate problems irrespective of the ISLLC Standards. Even though the
ISLLC standards have been developed there appears to be a discrepancy between development and
adoption of said standards. Barnet (2004) indicates that while standards may help to clarify the
expectations for leadership activities, the evidence does not support presence of a educational leader
preparation program that is designed to meet the professional activities that are represented by the above
mentioned, standards.
Ethical Issues and the Role of Educational Leader
According Crooner, Tochsterman, & Garrison-Wade (2005) educational leadership is ranked as
one of the key variables associated with effective schools. The leadership role of education leaders is
crucial if we are to achieve improved education for students with disabilities. This need to be reflected in
our campus administrator preparation programs. If we do not, what does this say about value with place
on the education of students with disabilities?
Shapiro and Stefonovich (2005) who developed an ethical framework for administrative
leadership, state “Accordingly the focus on ethics for preparation of educational leaders must be
meaningful and designed to provide both a theoretical approach and practical knowledge base that will
advance ethical leadership.” (p.5) When educational leaders fail to assume the role as special education
leaders they are abdicating their responsibility to provide a free and appropriate education (FAPE) to
students with disabilities. Shapiro and Stefonovich (2005) propose that educational leadership programs
have an obligation to prepare campus administrators who can solve real life, complex dilemmas that
they face daily on their campuses and communities, using ethical principles.
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In addition, IDEA and IDEIA set laws that require the placement of students in the least
restrictive environment. Translated this means that students with disabilities are to be educated in
general education setting with their non-disabled peers, whenever possible.
The ethical issues associated with NCLB also affect educational leaders’ attitudes and
willingness to deliver educational services for student with disabilities. Many campus administrators are
under pressure to increase student test scores and may see students with disabilities as liabilities that
may keep their campus from meeting adequate yearly progress or AYP. This may cause a loss of
funding, decreased administrative authority or may even include reconstituted schools.
Even though the laws that protect students with disabilities have been around for over thirty
years there are still educational leaders who view students with disabilities and special education
programs as “stepchildren” of the educational process. Society has already decided that the practice of
unequal treatment of students with disabilities in the school system is unethical and unlawful.
Educational leaders’ preparation programs must not only teach management competencies but must also
expose prospective administrators to ideas and values that will enable them to see their obligation to all
students and make both practical and ethical decisions that support the entire student population on their
campuses. Does the lack of special education preparation in our educational leaders’ certification
programs indicate a devaluing of the education of students with disabilities?
In spite of the inadequacy reported by campus administrators regarding their lack of formal
training in the special education process, recent studies have indicated that educational leaders support
the premise that it is their responsibility to educate all students. Wakeman, Browder, Flowers, and
Ahigrim-Deizel (2006) reported that administrators who had adequate knowledge of special education
issues and fundamental concepts were more likely to support a belief system that enabled education for
all students and they were more likely to implement practices that upheld these beliefs.
Educational leaders must know special education procedures and appropriate disciplinary
practices not only to act correctly under IDEIA, but as their ethical, if not moral, obligation as educators.
Lashley (2007) states that knowledge of special education laws and practices doesn’t just enhance the
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campus administrator’s ability to comply with special education laws, but it also reaffirms an ethical
responsibility to support educational equity in meeting the needs of all student populations.
Summary
Еffеctivе lеadеrѕhip and administrative ѕuppоrt fоr ѕpеcial еducatiоn are critical iѕѕuеѕ in
today’s ѕchооlѕ. The field of ѕpеcial еducatiоn administration is gaining attention in the literature as
prоfеѕѕiоnalѕ nееd ways to fоѕtеr accountability and drive change in ways that ѕuppоrt the ѕuccеѕѕ of
ѕtudеntѕ with diѕabilitiеѕ and their tеachеrѕ. The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and
its’ 2004 revision the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) continues to
have a profound effect on the role of educational leaders at the campus level. Federal special education
procedures like Manifestation Determination require that educational leaders be able to determine if the
disciplinary infraction committed by a student with disabilities is related to the students’ specific
disability. This places the education leader in the difficult role of determining whether the student’s
disability played a role in the disciplinary infraction and not the gravity of the infraction itself. The
educational leader is unable to administer disciplinary consequences (suspension) for violent offenses or
safety issues if it is determined that the student’s behavior is related to the student’s disability. Added to
this is the legal requirement that students with disabilities be placed in the Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE), now educational leaders must be able to supervise special education programs and
special education teachers. Site-based special education programs include students with serious
disabilities that may include significant intellectual challenges, emotional disturbance, and a spectrum of
autistic challenges all in the general education classrooms. These situations indicate the dire need for
training and preparation to manage special education site-based programs. Educational leaders are being
required to provide effective leadership in special education, an area where they have limited skills or
preparation. Educational leaders who understand their students with disabilities and the requirements of
NCLB, IDEIA, LRE, and RTIrequirements, and effective teaching practices are better able to provide all
their students and their campus staff with the appropriate classroom support according to Doolittle,
Horner, Bradley, Sugui, & Vincent (2007).
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There is limited empirical research related to educational leaders’ knowledge and competencies
of special education. Specific knowledge in areas of special education is typically the focus. There is
need for an educational leader survey that reflects the use of the highest standards of survey design well-grounded in research - and that is comprehensive in its sampling procedures to address the gaps in
the literature.
Supporting literature and recent legislation demonstrate that there is a need for all educational
leaders to understand special education. Educational leaders are the instructional leaders for all students
on their campus. To perform as effective instructional leaders, educational leaders must be competent in
application of their knowledge of special education. Understanding the current status of educational
leaders’ comprehensive knowledge base as related to special education is extremely important. Given
the accountability levels educational leaders now face, the documentation of fundamental and current
knowledge requirements in special education, and the poor and costly outcomes related to inadequate or
nonexistent training for educational leaders in special education, a study is needed to ascertain the
knowledge base educational leaders have regarding special education and the variables that influence
their knowledge base.
A descriptive assessment of practicing educational leaders, using a current issues and
fundamental knowledge framework will be administered. Also, examined are educational leaders’
beliefs and practices regarding response-to-intervention (RTI), collaboration, the adequacy of their
administrative preparation program and the ethical issues that arise with the responsibility to educate
“all” students.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the research study was to collect descriptive data to answer the research
questions posed. This study examined educational leaders’ perceptions of their knowledge base as
related to the special education issues of fundamental knowledge, current issues knowledge,
collaboration with pre-referral/RTI teams, as an equity issue, skills and program preparation
Research Design
The research was non-experimental and yielded descriptive data. A quantitative study using
survey method was used in the collection of data. Participants in the study completed a survey enabling
the researcher to obtain descriptive data about their perceptions as related to the research questions. The
survey is found in Appendix A. Descriptive statistics was used in the analyses of the survey data. The
survey provided descriptive information about educational leaders knowledge regarding; fundamental
knowledge of special education, current issues in special education, collaboration, pre-referral
intervention/RTI teams, how this knowledge is acquired and special education as an issue of equity.
Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) reported that surveys are useful to achieve the purpose of descriptive
research designs. The survey instrument was written and administered following Dillman’s (2000)
Tailored Design model.
The Tailored Design is a self-administered survey that is designed in a way that the survey
attributes both individually and collectively “create respondent trust and perceptions of increased
rewards and reduced costs for being a respondent…and have as their goal the overall reduction of survey
error” (Dillman 2000, p. 27). It used the knowledge of a survey population and survey content in a way
that helps create an instrument that is extremely effective at increasing rewards and establishing trust
(Dillman, 2000). The Tailored Design model of survey development recognizes the need to use different
specific strategies to increase respondent cooperation.
The research design was quantitative approach using a post-positivist philosophy. Trochim &
Donnell (2008) state that post-positivism is “the rejection of positivism in favor of a position that one
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can make reasonable inferences about phenomena based upon theoretical reasoning combined with
experience-based evidence.” (p. 19) One of the most common types of quantitative, social research is
survey data. Survey research uses questionnaires to gather data about people and information regarding
their thoughts and behaviors (Fowler, 1993). The completed survey then becomes the researcher’s
“experience-based” data. Based on the responses given by educational leaders, the study addressed the
research questions, provided a descriptive statistical analysis, reported similar perceptions with regard to
educational leaders’ preparation programs.
Population
The participants were educational leaders (principals and assistant principals) throughout the
independent school districts in West Texas, Region XIX Education Service Center. Only educational
leaders at the twelve independent school districts in West Texas were surveyed. All potential
participants are in a leadership and decision making positions within one of twelve independent school
districts. Knowledge of the fundamental and current issues in special education is important to
educational leaders not only to meet their administrative responsibilities of their individual campuses
but, also for the independent school districts that have hired them especially, in terms of legal issues.
There are a total of 253 campuses in the twelve independent schools districts. Thirty-four of the
campuses are traditional high schools with an educational leader population of approximately 136. There
are twenty-two high alternative and magnet campuses. The educational leader population is
approximately 66. At the middle school level there are forty-eight campuses for an approximant 120
educational leaders. The elementary level has approximately 280 administrators on 140 campus. There
are seven campuses that serve K-8th grade for approximately 16 administrators. Two k-12 that have 4
educational leaders. The particular sample size of the present study had the potential of 539 respondents.
Data Collection
An online survey was be used to obtain responses from educational leaders regarding their level
of knowledge of special education issues of fundamental knowledge, current issues knowledge,
collaboration with pre-referral/RTI teams, as an equity issue, skills and program preparation.
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Online surveys are able “…to collect a lot of data quickly, and can reduce overall survey error,
because the data entry chore is eliminated…” (Ritter & Sue, 2007, pg.5). While online surveys solve
some problems that are associated with traditional survey methods, factors need to be considered before
using this method. “These factors can be divided into three categories: (1) respondent factors, (2)
questionnaire factors and (3) evaluator factors” (Ritter & Sue, 2007, pg.5).
Respondent factors include the requirement of internet access for the respondent, respondent
knowledge in navigating the Web, and an e-mail address for the respondent. Questionnaire factors
concern the type and nature of questions asked, and the amount of time required to complete the survey
(Schonlau et al., 2002). The researcher, is able to ask questions of a more sensitive nature since the Web
provides a sense of anonymity for the respondent (Schaefer and Dillman, 1998).
Evaluator factors to be considered are time frame, budget, and technological expertise. An
advantage of online surveys is the ability to send out the survey and start receiving completed responses
within a day Ritter & Sue (2007). Allowing for a rapid turn around time frame. Expenses for online
surveys are considered economical when considered against the costs of other methods of surveys. The
primary expense will be either cost of the software or the cost of a web-based host. Technological
expertise requires the researcher to have data management skills but, many commercial packages have
an interface that can be mastered quickly.
The steps required for an online survey are the same as other survey methods: planning, data
collection, data analysis, reporting and application (Ritter & Sue, 2007 pg.15). The survey will be
delivered to educational leaders’ e-mail addresses. The researcher will be using an application service
provider (ASP). The ASP will give the researcher the option of disseminating, tracking, and the ability
to have data entered directly from the returned survey automatically into Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS), eliminating data entry errors (Ritter & Sue, 2007 pg.18-19). Invitations to
participate were e-mailed all campus administrators in the twelve Independent School Districts in West
Texas (See Appendix B). A cover letter was the first page of the survey. The cover letter explained the
purpose of the survey and provided informed consent information to the respondents.
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Instrumentation
The purpose of the survey was to describe the research study respondents and identify patterns
related to the research questions. A survey instrument was developed to collect data for this study. The
instrument included a Likert-scale type format that asked respondents to assess their levels of
preparation, their education and training in the area of special education, their knowledge base and
understanding of core and current issues in special education, special education law, to handle special
education duties in their schools.
The survey items were developed through a review of literature and existing surveys. The
survey design will be a combination of questionnaires used in previous studies combined by the
researcher. The demographic, training and experiences section used information from a Praisner (2003)
study. The fundamental and current issues knowledge sections were created from the conceptual
framework developed by Wakeman (2005). The special education as an equity issues were from
Lust (2005).
Reliability and Validity
Internal validity will be achieved to the extent that the survey instrument is valid and reliable,
respondents understand the process of answer selection, and respondents answer questions truthfully. In
order to have a valid instrument several actions were taken. First, prior to the current research study two
assistant principals from another Texas Regional Center, an assistant director of special education and
two team leaders from special education reviewed and completed the survey. The feedback from these
administrators indicated that they felt the survey was relevant and did not indicate any problems with the
survey’s content or difficulty understanding or completing the on-line survey. Second, the dissertation
chair and a graduate research assistant reviewed the final questionnaire for face validity.
In terms of external validity, the results of the survey were limited to the demographics of
educational leaders under auspices of Region XIX Education Service Center. The Region XIX
Education Service Center includes twelve independent school districts located in West Texas. The
findings of this study will be limited to educational leaders in West Texas. The survey addresses both
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federal and Texas Education Agency rules and regulations, since each state has different rules and
regulations, the survey population is limited to educational leaders in Texas.
Data Analysis
To describe any trends in the data collected about a population is the objective of survey research
(Creswell, 2005). Relationships between the variables will be analyzed and calculated for frequencies
from the data collected.
Descriptive statistics describes “what is going on in the data” (Trochim and Donnelly, 2008,
pg. 294). Frequencies of responses for all sections of the survey/questionaire were reported using
descriptive statistics. Analyses was conducted with rеѕultѕ prеѕеntеd and provided with dеѕcriptivе
ѕtatiѕticѕ in оrdеr to prоvidе clarity and immediate review fоr the study. Data will be entered directly
from the ASP (application service provider) into an Excel database then converted to the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) database. Data analysis was accomplished through the use of
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17.
Summary
This chapter discussed the methodology and procedures used to investigate the research
questions, and described the research design, population, instrumentation, data collection and data
analysis.
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Chapter 4: Discussion of Results
Analysis of Results
The purpose of this study was to examine educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding
core and current issues in special education and if their administrative preparation program adequately
prepared them for issues regarding special education. The study also examined educational leaders’
beliefs and practices regarding facilitating collaboration on their campus, as well as, the underlying
ethical issues that surround the educational leaders’ responsibility to educate all students.
The first section of this chapter presents demographic data regarding the educational leaders’
who participated in the study. The second section is the results for each of the research questions. A
discussion of the results are presented in Chapter 5.
Results of Demographic Data
The survey was e-mailed to 578 educational leaders (principals and assistant principals). The
mailing included all twelve Independent School Districts in the Region 19 of the State of Texas. Thirtynine of the possible respondents either opted out or the e-mail addresses were not active for a total of
539, of that a total of 161 responded for an overall response rate of 30%.
The position of principal was held by 42.1% of the respondents and 57.9% of the respondents
indicated that they were assistant principals. Of the 159 school administers who responded regarding
their gender, ninety were female and sixty-nine were male. See Table 1.
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Table 1: Gender * Title of educational position Crosstabulation

Gender

Female
Male

Total

Count
% of Total
Count
% of Total
Count
% of Total

Title of educational position
Assistant
Principal
Principal
42
47
26.6%
29.7%
25
44
15.8%
27.8%
67
91
42.4%
57.6%

Total
89
56.3%
69
43.7%
158
100.0%

One hundred and forty-nine offered information regarding their ethnicity. The majority, 44.3%
were Hispanic, 38.3% were White, 1.3% African American, and 3.4% identified themselves as
American Indian and other. See Table 2.

Table 2: Ethnicity * Title of educational position Crosstabulation
Title of educational position

Ethnicity

White

Count
% of Total

Hispanic

Count
% of Total

Hispanic White

Count
% of Total

Hispanic African-American

Count
% of Total

American Indian

Count
% of Total

Other

Count
% of Total
% of Total

Principal

Assistant Principal

Total

22

35

57

14.9%

23.6%

38.5%

27

39

66

18.2%

26.4%

44.6%

11

8

19

7.4%

5.4%

12.8%

1

0

1

.7%

.0%

.7%

1

0

1

.7%

.0%

.7%

1

3

4

.7%

2.0%

2.7%

42.6%
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57.4%

100.0%

Their ages ranged from 31 to over 61. 20.3% were between the ages of 31-40, 24% were
between 41-45, 17.6% were 46-50, 16.2% identified themselves as between the ages of 51-55, 14.2%
were between the ages of 56-60 and 6.8% identified themselves as over 61. Forty-five percent of the
population is under 45 years old, indicating a young and possibly inexperienced population of
educational administrators. See Table 3.

Table 3: Age range * Title of educational position Crosstabulation

Age range

Total

31-40

Count

% of Total
41-45
Count
% of Total
46-50
Count
% of Total
51-55
Count
% of Total
56-60
Count
% of Total
61 or Older Count
% of Total
Count
% of Total

Title of educational position
Assistant
Principal
Principal
8
22
5.4%
15
10.2%
12
8.2%
10
6.8%
10
6.8%
8
5.4%
63
42.9%

15.0%
22
15.0%
14
9.5%
14
9.5%
10
6.8%
2
1.4%
84
57.1%

Total
30
20.4%
37
25.2%
26
17.7%
24
16.3%
20
13.6%
10
6.8%
147
100.0%

.

The next question dealt with number of years of experience the respondents had as education
leaders. 1.3% indicated that this was their first year, 27% had two to five years of experience, in the six
to ten year range were 36.5%, 15.7% had eleven to fifteen years of experience, 10.7% had sixteen to
twenty years of experience and 8.8% had over twenty-one years as an educational leader. See Table 4.
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Table 4: Experience as educational leader

Valid

1 year

2-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21 or more
Total
Missing System
Total

Frequency
2

Percent
1.2

Valid Percent
1.3

43
58
25
17
14
159
2
161

26.7
36.0
15.5
10.6
8.7
98.8
1.2
100.0

27.0
36.5
15.7
10.7
8.8
100.0

Note: Two respondents did not answer
Their experience in teaching the General Education Population; 19.7% had one to five years,
32.2% had six to ten years, the same percentage of 32.2% had eleven to fifteen years, 11.2% had sixteen
to twenty years and 4.6% had over twenty-one years in the general education setting. See Table 5.

Table 5: Experience teaching-general educational classroom
Frequency Percent
Valid
1-5
30
18.6
6-10
49
30.4
11-15
49
30.4
16-20
17
10.6
21 or more
7
4.3
Total
152
94.4
Missing System
9
5.6
Total
161
100.0
Note: Nine respondents did not answer

Valid Percent
19.7
32.2
32.2
11.2
4.6
100.0

With regard to experience in teaching the Special Education, 78% of educational leaders had no
experience in teaching Special Education, 9.8% had one to five years, 7.6% had six to ten years, 2.3%
had eleven to fifteen years, and 2.3% had sixteen to twenty years experience teaching Special Education.
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By a wide margin, 78% of educational leaders have had no experience in teaching a special education
population. See Table 6.

Table 6: Experience special education teacher
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Valid
0
103
64.0
78.0
1-5
13
8.1
9.8
6-10
10
6.2
7.6
11-15
3
1.9
2.3
16-20
3
1.9
2.3
Total
132
82.0
100.0
Missing System
29
18.0
Total
161
100.0
Note: Twenty-nine respondents did not answer
Before becoming an educational leader 23% of the respondents had no experience with
Individual Education Plans (IEPs), 30.9% had one to five years of experience, 20.1% had six to ten
years, 15.1% had eleven to fifteen years, 5.8% had sixteen to twenty years, and 5% had over twenty-one
years of experience. Indicating that the majority of educational administrators had experience with IEPs.
See Table 7.
Table 7: Experience as Part of Individual Education Plan Team
Frequency
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

0
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21 or more
Total
System

32
19.9
23.0
43
26.7
30.9
28
17.4
20.1
21
13.0
15.1
8
5.0
5.8
7
4.3
5.0
139
86.3
100.0
Missing
22
13.7
Total
161
100.0
Note: Twenty-two of the respondents did not answer
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Before becoming an educational leader 46.1% of the respondents have had no experience with
Response to Intervention teams (RTIs), 27.7% had one to three years, 9.2% had four to six years of
experience and 17% had seven or more years of experience with RTI teams. Almost half, 46.1% of
educational leaders have had no experience with RTI teams. See Table 8.

Table 8: Experience pre-referral intervention team/RTI
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Valid
0
65
40.4
46.1
1-3
39
24.2
27.7
4-6
13
8.1
9.2
7 or more
24
14.9
17.0
Total
141
87.6
100.0
Missing System
20
12.4
Total
161
100.0
Note: Twenty respondents did not answer
The next set of questions dealt with campus background information. The first question dealt
with campus level identification; 37.9% identified their campus as an elementary campus, 6.2%
identified their campus as K through 8th grade campus, 3.1% identified their campus as K through 12th
grade (indicating a small school district), 23% identified their campus as a middle school, four or 2.5%
identified their campus as alternative middle school, 24.8% identified their campus as a high school, six
or 3.7% identified their campus as alternative high school, and two or 1.2% identified their campus as
magnet high school. See Table 9.
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Table 9: Percentage of Educational Administrators at Each Campus Level
Campus Level

Frequency

Percent

Elementary Schools

61

37.9

Middle & Alternative Middle

41

25.5

48

33.4

Schools
High, Alternative, & Magnet
High Schools

Next, the study, investigated the disability categories of students being served on the educational
leaders’ current campus. The High Incidence category was identified as students that were being served
for speech impairments and learning disabilities. 86.3% stated that their campus served students in the
high incidence category. Moderate Incidence included autism, intellectually challenged and OHI (other
health impairments). 83.9% educational leaders indicated that their campus served students in the
moderate incidence category. The Low Incidence category was identified as students with orthopedic
impairments, visual impairments, auditory impairments, medically fragile and multiple handicapping
conditions. 69.6% stated that their campus served students in the low incidence category. See Table 10.

Table 10: Percentages of Campus and Incidence Level of Students with Disabilities
Incidence Levels

Frequency

Percent

High Incidence

139

86.3

Moderate Incidence

135

83.9

Low Incidence

112

69.6
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The next question addressed the percentage of the campus’ population that were coded as
students with disabilities. 32.7% of the educational leaders checked that 0-5% of their student population
had disabilities, 46.8% indicated that their campus population of student with disabilities was 6-10%
range, while 14.7% said that their campus population of students with disabilities was in the 11-15%
range. 4.5% indicated that student with disabilities made up 16-20% of their student population and
1.3% indicated that over 21% of their population were students with disabilities. See Table 11.

Table 11: Percentage of campus’ population with disabilities

Valid

0-5%
6-10%

Frequency
51
73

11-15%
16-20%
21% or more
Total
System

23
7
2
156
Missing
5
Total
161
Note: Five respondents did not answer

Percent Valid Percent
31.7
32.7
45.3
46.8
14.3
4.3
1.2
96.9
3.1
100.0

14.7
4.5
1.3
100.0

Conclusions of Demographic Data
Demographic data indicate the sample of respondents is evenly balanced as far as gender,
position and campus level. More women, 56.6%, than men 43.4%, Hispanic was the highest ethnicity at
44.3%, the Hispanic population in the location of the study is approximately 82% (U.S. Census, 2010.)
The age range: 58.8% of the respondents were 41 to 55, 20% were under 40 and 21% were 56 and older.
More assistant principals 57.9% than principals 42.1% responded to the study. Perhaps the assistant
principals have more recently attended a certification program and understand the importance of survey
research or they may have more time. The respondents report that 65.8% have the more recent
“Principal’s Certificate”, which corresponds nicely with 63.5% of the respondents having ten years or
less experience as an educational leader. This is important because it indicates that there is not a large
population of experienced educational leaders so, there is a real possibility that a campus could have
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relatively (or at least in this sample) an inexperienced campus administrative personnel. The data
indicates that there does exist a “preparation gap”. Without the more experienced educational leaders
available to help mentor the newer administrators in special education issues could open districts to
more due process cases and additional litigation. In addition to this, 78% of the respondents indicated
that they had no experience as a special education teacher. 53.9% of educational leaders had five years
or less experience in dealing with IEP’s (Individual Education Plans). 46.1% of the respondents had no
previous experience with RTIs (Response to Interventions) and 27.7% had less than three years
experience. The fact, that 86.3% of the respondents indicated that their campuses had students with (at
least high incidence) disabilities and that 61.5% of their campuses had a “students with disabilities”
population range of 6% to 15%, these two facts, point out that all campus level administrators, in order
to design appropriate learning opportunities for all their students, must understand the needs and
demands of students with disabilities and have a knowledge base of special education law and the ability
to analyze the performance of special education teachers and the programs on their campuses.
Educational Leaders’ Understanding of Core (Fundamental) Issues in Special Education
For this study, Fundamental knowledge was divided into four areas (a) professional practice and
collaboration, (b) characteristics of students with disabilities, (c) legislation, court actions and special
education law, and (d) educating the school community about how to teach and assess students with
learning differences.
In terms of professional practice and collaboration, a survey question inquired regarding the
frequency in which campus administrators “Provided professional development to general and special
education teachers on collaboration.” There were 142 respondents to this statement, 62 were principals
and 80 were assistant principals. Of the principals 53.2% responded they “Always”, 29% responded they
“Almost Always”, and 17.7% responded that they “Sometimes” provided professional development on
collaboration for general and special education teachers on their campuses. The assistant principals
indicated that 32.5% “Always”, 28.8% “Almost Always”, 23.8% “Sometimes Did”, 10% “Rarely” did
and 5%”Never” provided professional development on collaboration for general and special education
teachers on their campuses. See Table 12.
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Table 12: Provide Professional Development on Collaboration for “All” Teachers
Camus

Always

Administrator

Almost

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

10%

5%

Always

Principals

53.2%

29%

17.7%

Assistant

32.5%

28.8%

23.8%

Principals

Next, the survey inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of “Creating an
accepting inclusive school climate.” The respondents were given directions on the rating system in the
survey (Appendix A). One hundred thirty seven campus administrators responded. Of those 60 were
principals and 77 were assistant principals. Of the principals 53.3% indicated that they had “Extensive
Knowledge”, 38.3% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 8.3% had “Basic Knowledge” of creating an
inclusive school climate. The assistant principals 28.6% had “Extensive Knowledge”, 49.4% had
“Comprehensive Knowledge", 18.2% had “Basic Knowledge”, 2.6% had “Limited Knowledge”, and
1.3% answered that they “Did Not Know” or have no knowledge of creating an inclusive school climate.
See Table 13.

Table 13: Create an Accepting Inclusive School Environment
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No Not

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Know

Principals

53.3%

38.3%

8.3%

Assistant

28.6%

49.4%

18.2%

2.6%

1.3%

Administrator

Principals

57

Another survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of “Program
evaluation procedures to assess special education services on my campus.” Total responses for this
statement were 138 of which 61 were principals and 77 were assistant principals. Principals indicated
that 24.6% had “Extensive Knowledge”, 49.2% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 21.3% had “Basic
Knowledge”, 3.3% had “Limited Knowledge” and 1.6% had “No knowledge of program procedures to
assess special education services on their campuses.” Of the assistant principals, only 13.0% had
“Extensive Knowledge”, 41.6% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 26% had “Basic Knowledge”,
15.6% had “Limited Knowledge” and 3.9% had “No Knowledge of program procedures to assess
special education services.” See Table 14.

Table 14: Program Evaluation Procedures to Assess Special Education Services
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

24.6%

49.2%

21.3%

3.3%

1.6%

Assistant

13%

41.6%

26%

15.6%

3.9%

Administrator

Principals

In terms of characteristics of students with disabilities, a survey question inquired as to the
campus administrators’ knowledge level of being able to “Identify characteristics of disabilities.” Total
responses numbered 138 of which 61 were principals and 77 were assistant principals. Ten principals
indicated that or 16.4% had “Extensive Knowledge”, thirty-eight or 62.3% had “Comprehensive
Knowledge”, twelve or 19.7% had “Basic Knowledge” and 1.6% had “Limited Knowledge” of
identifying characteristics of disabilities. The assistant principals responded that 15.6% had “Extensive
Knowledge”, 48.1% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 31.2% had “Basic Knowledge”, 2.6% had

58

“Limited Knowledge” and 2.6% had “No knowledge of identifying characteristics of disabilities.” See
Table 15.

Table 15: Characteristics of Students with Disabilities
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

16.4%

62.3%

19.7%

1.6%

Assistant

15.6%

48.1%

31.2%

2.6%

Administrator

2.6%

Principals

In terms of legislation, court actions and special education law, the survey questions inquired as
to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of “Making decisions based on key legislation in special
education” had 137 responses, 61 were principals and 76 were assistant principals. 21.3% of principals
indicated they had “Extensive Knowledge”, 55.7% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 19.7% had
“Basic Knowledge” and 3.3% had No Knowledge of “making decisions based on key legislation”.
Assistant principals had 21.1% with “Extensive Knowledge”, 40.8% had “Comprehensive”, 26.3% had
“Basic Knowledge”, 9.2% had “Limited Knowledge” and 2.6% had “No knowledge of making decisions
based on key legislation in special education.”
Another survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of
“Identifying the steps in the referral process for special education.” There were 137 responses, sixty
were principals and 77 were assistant principals. The principals indicated that 45% had “Extensive
Knowledge”, 45% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 8.3% had “Basic Knowledge” and 1.7% had “No
Knowledge of identifying the steps in the referral process for special education”. Assistant principals
indicated that 35.1% had “Extensive Knowledge”, 39.0% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 19.5% had
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“Basic Knowledge”, 5.2% had “Limited Knowledge” and 1.3% had “No knowledge of identifying the
steps in the referral process.”
The next survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of
“Identifying principles of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.” There were a total of 137
responses, 60 principals and 77 assistant principals. Principals indicated that 38.3% had “Extensive
Knowledge”, 43.3% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 13.3% had “Basic Knowledge”, 3.3% had
“Limited Knowledge” and 1.7% had “No knowledge in identifying principles of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act”. Assistant principals indicated that 24.7% had “Extensive Knowledge”,
35.1% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 29.9% had “Basic Knowledge”, 7.8% had “Limited
Knowledge” and 2.6% had “No knowledge in identifying principles of Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act.” See Table 16.

Table 16: Knowledge in Identifying the Principles of IDEA
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

38.3%

43.3%

13.3%

3.3%

1.7%

Assistant

24.7%

35.1%

29.9%

7.8%

2.6%

Administrator

Principals

A final survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of
“Disciplining students with disabilities in accordance with legislative mandates.” This question had 138
responses, 61 principals and 77 assistant principals. 90.2% of principals indicated that they had
“Extensive or Comprehensive Knowledge”, 8.2% had “Basic Knowledge” and 1.6% had “Limited
Knowledge” in “Disciplining students with disabilities in accordance with legislative mandates”. 70.2%
of assistant principals indicated that they had “Extensive or Comprehensive Knowledge”, 22.1% had
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“Basic Knowledge”, 5.2% had “Limited Knowledge” and 2.6% had “No Knowledge” of “disciplining
students with disabilities in accordance with legislative mandates”. See Table 17.

Table 17: Disciplining Students with Disabilities
Campus
Administrator

Extensive or

Basic

Limited

No Knowledge

Comprehensive

Principals

90.2%

8.2%

1.6%

Assistant

70.2%

22.1%

5.2%

2.6%

Principals

In terms of legislation and court actions, the Likert-scale statements were designed to assess
education leaders’ knowledge of special education law. Participates’ answers were the analyzed for
whether they correctly identified the true or false statements. Respondents’ answers of “Strongly Agree”
and “Agree” are correct for all true statements. “Neutral”, “Disagree”, “Strongly Disagree”, and “Not
Aware”, are considered incorrect for true statements. Respondents’ answers “Strongly Disagree” and
“Disagree” are correct for all false statements. “Neutral”, “Agree”, “Strongly Agree”, and “Not Aware”,
are considered incorrect for all false statements. There are eleven statements in this section.
The first statement inquired if “Students with disabilities are entitled to free and appropriate
public education.” This is a true statement. One hundred thirty one of the educational leaders responded
to this statement. Of the 131, fifty-nine were principals and seventy-two assistant principals. All the
principals (100%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Of the assistant principals; 95.8%
agreed or strongly agreed, a correct response. Of the assistant principals 4.2% responded incorrectly. See
Table 18.
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Table 18: Students with Disabilities are Entitled FAPE - TRUE
Campus Administrator

Correct

Principals

100%

Assistant Principals

95.8%

Incorrect

4.2%

The next statement inquired if “transportation does not need to be addressed as a component of a
student’s IEP (Individual Education Plan.)” The statement is false. Respondents numbered 130 for this
statement. Principals numbered 59 and assistant principals totaled 71. Principals had a correct response
rate of 77.9% and 22.1% were incorrect. Assistant principals’ correct rate of response was 83.1% and
had an incorrect rate of 16.8%. See Table 19.

Table 19: Transportation as a Component of a Student’s IEP - FALSE
Campus Administrator

Correct

Incorrect

Principals

77.9%

22.1%

Assistant Principals

83.1%

16.8%

“The need for assistive technology devices and services should be addressed as a component of a
student’s IEP (Individual Education Plan)”, was another statement and was true. The correct response
rate for principals was 89.8% correct and the incorrect rate was 10.2%. Assistant principals’ responded
correctly with a 90.3% rate, 9.8% were incorrect.
A statement inquired of campus administrators if “the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is
the setting that permits a student with a disability to be educated with nondisabled peers to the maximum
extent appropriate.” This statement was true. Of the 131 respondents, 59 were principals and 72 assistant
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principals. All principals (100%) had this statement correctly. Assistant principals’ correct response rate
was 95.4%.
“Parental consent must be obtained in order to conduct an initial evaluation to determine special
education eligibility” was another statement that campus administrators were asked to evaluate. This
statement is true. Fifty-eight principals and seventy-eight assistant principals for a total of 130
responses. Principals’ correct response rate was 98.3% and assistant principals’ correct response rate
was 91.7%. The assistant principals’ incorrect response rate was 9.4%.
A statement inquired of campus administrators if “the removal of a student with a disability from
his or her current placement for more than ten days in the same school year does not constitute a change
in special education placement.” This statement was false. There were 128 responses, 58 were principals
and 70 were assistant principals. The principals’ had a correct response rate of 81.0% and an incorrect
rate of 18.9%. The assistant principals’ correct response rate was 67.2% and an incorrect rate of 32.8%.
These rates seem to indicate that education leaders’ are lacking in knowledge regarding the regulated
safeguards in place, that concern the removal of a student with a disability for more than ten does
constitutes a change in that students special education placement. See Table 20.

Table 20: The Removal of a Student with a Disability - FALSE
Campus Administrator
Principals
Assistant Principals

Correct

Incorrect

81%

18.9%

67.2%

32.8%

Campus administrators were questioned regarding the statement “a manifestation determination
review establishes the relationship between a student’s disability and the behavior that is bases for
disciplinary action.” This statement is true. Principals’ correct response rate was 91% or 51 of 56
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respondents. Assistant principals had 91.7% correct response rate or 66 of 72 respondents. Total
respondents numbered 128.
The next statement inquired, “Must each school district ensure that a continuum of special
education placements is available to meet the needs of students with disabilities.” This statement is true.
There were 130 responses to this statement. The number of principal responses was 58 and 72 assistant
principals responded. The correct response rate of principal respondents was 94.8% and 5.1% incorrect
response rate. Assistant principals’ correct response rate was 90.2% and incorrect rate was 9.8%.
“Students do not need to be invited to attend Individual Education Plan (IEP) meetings with
transition services are being discussed” was another statement that was asked of campus administrators.
This statement is false. There were 129 responses to this statement, 57 were principals and 72 were
assistant principals. The principals’ had a correct response rate of 64.9% and an incorrect rate of 35.1%.
The assistant principals’ correct response rate was 65.2% and an incorrect rate of 34.7%. These rates
seem to indicate that education leaders’ are lacking in knowledge regarding the regulated safeguards in
place, that recognize the need for a student with a disability to be present when his or her transition into
the community is being discussed. See Table 21.

Table 21: Students Do Not Need to Attend IEP Meetings re: Transition Services - FALSE
Campus Administrator

Correct

Incorrect

Principals

64.9%

35.1%

Assistant Principals

65.2%

34.7%

The next statement inquired of campus administrators if “A student has a specific
accommodation on his or her Individual Educational Plan (IEP) but it is not implemented in classroom
the student is still allowed to use the accommodation when taking the current state assessment.” This
statement is false. This statement had 128 responses, of which 56 were principals and 72 were assistant
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principals. The principals’ had a correct response rate of 71.4% and an incorrect rate of 28.5%. The
assistant principals’ correct response rate was 61.1% and an incorrect rate of 38.8%. These rates seem to
indicate that education leaders’ are lacking in knowledge regarding the regulated safeguards in place,
that insure that a student with a disability receives all accommodations stated in Individualized
Educational Plan (IEP)not only for state assessments but also during his or her everyday curriculum so
the student is able achieve success. See Table 22.

Table 22: Specific Accommodations Being Used During State Assessment. - FALSE
Campus Administrator

Correct

Incorrect

Principals

71.4%

28.5%

Assistant Principals

61.1%

38.8%

In terms of being able to educate the school community about how to teach and assess students
with learning differences, the survey question inquired what was the campus administrators’ knowledge
level regarding “Training teachers to develop universally designed lessons.” There were 137 responses
to this statement. Of the 137 responses, 60 were principals and 77 were assistant principals. Of the
principal responses, 20% felt they had extensive experience, 51.7% felt they had “Comprehensive
Knowledge”, 23.3% felt they had “Basic Knowledge”, and 5% indicated they had “Limited Knowledge”
in training teachers in universally designed lesson plans. The assistant principals indicated that 11.7%
felt they had “Extensive Knowledge”, 36.4% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 41.6% had “Basic
Knowledge”, 6.5% had “Limited Knowledge”, 3.9% had “No knowledge” of training teachers to
develop universally designed lessons. See Table 23.
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Table 23: Train Teachers to Develop Universally Designed Lessons
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

20%

51.7%

23.3%

5%

Assistant

11.7%

36.4%

41.6%

6.5%

Administrator

3.9%

Principals

The next question inquired the knowledge level of campus administrators to “Train teachers in
the development of alternative assessments for students with significant disabilities.” There were 138
responses for this statement, 61 were principals and 77 were assistant principals. Of the 61 principal
responses 16.4% felt they had “Extensive Knowledge”, 29.5% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”,
29.5% had “Basic Knowledge”, 14.8% felt they had “Limited Knowledge” and 9.8% “Did Not Know.”
10.4% of assistant principals felt they had “Extensive Knowledge”, 26% indicated “Comprehensive
Knowledge”, 36.4% had “Basic Knowledge”, 14.3% had “Limited Knowledge” and 13% “Did Not
Know.”
The next statement asked educational leaders’ knowledge level regarding “Training teachers in
the use of research based best practice instructional strategies for students with disabilities.” Of the 137
responses, 61 were principals and 76 were assistant principals. 26.2% of the principals felt they had
“Extensive Knowledge”, 47.5% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 21.3% had “Basic Knowledge” and
4.9% responded that they had “Limited Knowledge” in training teachers in using best practice
instructional strategies for students with disabilities. Assistant principals responded that 14.5% felt they
had extensive knowledge, 42.1% indicated “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 28.9% had “Basic
Knowledge”, 6.6% had “Limited Knowledge” and 7.9% “Did Not Know” See Table 24.
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Table 24: Training Teachers in Research Based Best Practice Instructional Strategies
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

26.2%

47.5%

21.3%

4.9%

Assistant

14.5%

42.1%

28.9%

6.6%

Administrator

7.9%

Principals

Another survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of “Training
teachers how to implement the different types of inclusion programs.” Total responses numbered 138,
61 of which were principal responses and 77 were assistant principals. Principals indicated that 26.2%
had “Extensive Knowledge”, 44.3% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 24.6% had “Basic Knowledge”,
3.3% had “Limited Knowledge” and 1.6% “Did Not Know”. Assistant principals responded that 15.6%
had extensive knowledge, 33.8% had Comprehensive Knowledge, 33.8% had “Basic Knowledge”, 13%
had “Limited “Knowledge” of how to train teachers in the implementation of different types of inclusion
programs and 3.9% did not know. See Table 25.

Table 25: Train Teachers how to Implement the Different Types of Inclusion Programs
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

Administrator

No
Knowledge

Principals

26.2%

44.3%

24.6%

3.3%

1.6%

Assistant

15.6%

33.8%

33.8%

13%

3.9%

Principals
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Educational Leaders’ Understanding of Current Issues in Special Education
For this study, knowledge of current issues was divided into four areas (a) accountability that
includes the outcomes for students with disabilities, (b) early identification of at-risk students, (c)
educating the school community in the use of research-based instructional intervention, and (d)
appropriate access to the general curriculum.
In terms of accountability, that includes the outcomes for students with disabilities, the first
survey question inquired regarding the frequency in which campus administrators “Provided
professional development to general and special education teachers that enables them to develop the
strategies needed for all students to become successful in the general education classroom.” This
statement had 142 responses. Of those 62 were principals and 80 were assistant principals. 90.4% of the
principals responded that they “Always” or “Almost Always” provide professional development that
enables teachers to develop strategies so the entire student population may become successful in the
general education classroom. 9.7% stated that they only “Sometimes” provide this type of professional
development. 70% of the assistant principals responded that “Always” or “Almost Always” provide this
type of staff development. 20% indicated that they “Sometimes”, 5% responded that they “Rarely” and
another 5% responded that they “Never” provide staff development that enables their teachers to
develop the strategies necessary for all students to become successful in the general education
classroom. See Table 26.

Table 26: Provide Professional Development to Develop Strategies in General Education Setting
Campus Administrator

Always

Almost

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

5%

5

Always
Principals

56.5%

33.9%

9.7%

Assistant Principals

32.5%

37.5%

20%
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The next survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of “Training
teachers in the development of alternate assessments for students with significant disabilities.” There
were 138 responses to this statement, of that 61 were principals and 77 were assistant principals.
Principals indicated that 16.4% had “Extensive Knowledge”, 29.5% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”,
29.5% had “Basic Knowledge”, 14.8% had “Limited knowledge” and 9.8% “Did Not Know.” Assistant
principals responded that 10.4% had “Extensive Knowledge”, 26.0% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”,
36.4% had “Basic Knowledge”, 14.3% had “Limited Knowledge” and 13% “Did Not Know”.
See Table 27.

Table 27: Train Teachers in the Development of Alternate Assessments
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

Administrator

No
Knowledge

Principals

16.4%

29.5%

29.5%

14.8%

9.8%

Assistant

10.4%

26%

36.4%

14.3%

13%

Principals

Another survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level of
“Evaluating alternative assessments for students with significant disabilities.” There were 137 responses
to this statement, 61 were principals and 76 were assistant principals. 23.0% of the principals responded
that they had “Extensive Knowledge”, 44.3% had “Comprehensive Knowledge”, 19.7% had “Basic
Knowledge” and 6.6% each had “Limited” or “Did Not Know”. Assistant principals indicated that
17.1% had “Extensive” knowledge, 30.3% had “Comprehensive” knowledge, 31.6% had “Basic”
knowledge, 14.5% had “Limited” and 6.6% indicated that “Did Not Know”. See Table 28.
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Table 28: Evaluate Alternative Assessments for Students with Significant Disabilities
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

23%

44.3%

19.7%

6.6%

6.6%

Assistant

17.1%

30.3%

31.6%

14.5%

6.6%

Administrator

Basic

Limited

No
Knowledge

Principals

The next survey question inquired as to the campus administrators’ knowledge level “Planning
transition services for students with disabilities.” There 135 responses to this statement, 60 were
principals and 75 were assistant principals. 20% of the principals indicated they had “Extensive”
knowledge, 36.7% had Comprehensive” knowledge, 23.3% had “Basic” knowledge, 13.3% had
“Limited” knowledge and 6.7% “Did Not Know.” The assistant principal responded that 12% had
“Extensive” knowledge, 22.7% had “Comprehensive” knowledge, 37.3% had “Basic” knowledge, 16%
had “Limited” knowledge, and 12% “Did Not Know.” See Table 29.

Table 29: Plan Transition Services for Students with Disabilities
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Principals

20%

36.7%

23.3%

13.3%

6.7%

Assistant

12%

22.7%

37.3%

16%

12%

Administrator

Principals

In terms of “Early identification of at-risk student.” Educational leaders responded by indicating
the frequency with which they “Make sure that the general education teachers provide interventions and
monitor the struggling student’s response to the interventions.” This statement had 142 responses, 62
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principals and 80 assistant principals. 100% of principals and 91.3% of assistant principals indicated that
they “always” or “almost always” make sure general education teachers provide and monitor a
struggling student’s response to interventions. See Table 30.

Table 30: Provide Interventions and Monitor Student’s Response-to-Interventions
Campus

Always

Administrator

Almost

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

5%

1.3%

2.5%

Always

Principals

75.8%

24.2%

Assistant

56.3%

35%

Principals

The two next inquiries requested that educational leaders indicate their level of knowledge with
regard to each statement. The first statement was “Training teachers to develop universally designed
lessons.” There were 137 respondents to this statement, 60 were principles and 77 were assistant
principals. 20% of principals and 11.7% of assistant principals indicated they had “extensive knowledge,
51.7% of principals and 36.4% of assistant principals indicated a “comprehensive” knowledge, 23.3% of
principal and 41.6% of assistant principals indicated a “basic” knowledge in training teachers to develop
universally designed lessons. See Table 31.
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Table 31: Train Teachers to Develop Universally Designed Lessons
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

20%

51.7%

23.3%

5%

Assistant

11.7%

36.4%

41.6%

6.5%

Administrator

Basic

Limited

No
Knowledge

3.9%

Principals

The second statement was “Training teachers to use data based instructional decisions and
monitoring” and had 138 respondents. Of the 138 responses, 61 were principals and 77 were assistant
principals. 90.2% of the principals and 62.4% of the assistant principals indicate that they had
“extensive” or “comprehensive” knowledge, and 24.7% of assistant principals had “basic” knowledge of
training teachers to use data based instructional decisions and monitoring. See Table 32.

Table 32: Train Teachers to Use Data Based Instructional Decisions and Monitoring
Extensive

Comprehensive

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

37.7%

52.5%

4.9%

4.9%

Assistant

28.6%

33.8%

24.7%

6.5%

Campus
Administrator

Basic

Limited

No
Knowledge

6.5%

Principals

In terms of “educating the school community in the use of research-based instructional
interventions (RTI).” Educational leaders responded to one statement by indicating the frequency with
which they “provide materials for pre-referral/RTI teams to include progress monitoring and
intervention supplies.” There were 142 responses to this statement, 62 principals and 80 assistant
principals. 85.5% of principals and 65.1% of assistant principals responded that they “always” or
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“almost always” provide materials for pre-referral/RTI teams and intervention supplies. 12.9% of
principals and 22.5 of assistant principals indicated that “sometimes” they provide materials.
See Table 33.

Table 33: Provide Materials for Pre-referral/RTI Teams
Campus

Always

Administrator

Almost

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Always

Principals

61.3%

24.2%

12.9%

1.6%

Assistant

33.8%

31.3%

22.5%

7.5%

5.0%

Principals

The next three statements requested that respondents indicate their level of knowledge in
“Training teachers in the use of research based best practice instructional strategies for students with
disabilities, different learning styles and different cultural backgrounds.” Principals averaged 73.7% and
assistant principals averaged 56.6% for “Extensive” and “Comprehensive” knowledge of “Training
teachers in the use of research based best practice instructional strategies for students with disabilities.”
Principals averaged 83.6% and assistant principals averaged 61.1% for “Extensive” and
“Comprehensive” knowledge of “Training teachers in the use of research based best practice
instructional strategies for students with different learning styles.” Principals averaged 82% and assistant
principals averaged 55.9% for “Extensive” and “Comprehensive” knowledge of “Training teachers in
the use of research based best practice instructional strategies for students with different cultural
backgrounds.” See Table 34.
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Table 34: Train Teachers in the Use of Research Based Instructional Strategies for
Campus Administrators

Students with Disabilities

Students with Different

Students with Different

Learning Styles

Cultural Backgrounds

Principals

73.7%

83.6%

82%

Assistant Principals

56.6%

61.1%

55.9%

The survey question indentified knowledge of special education law. A true statement is correct
if the educational leader responds “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”. A false statement is correct if the
educational leader responds “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree”. The statement inquired if; “The 2004
Amendments to the Individual with Disabilities Education Improvement Act required schools to use
research-based interventions in the process of assisting students with learning difficulties or determining
qualification for special education.” This statement is true. 85.7% of principals and 78.8% of assistant
principals answered this statement correctly.
In terms of “Appropriate access to the general education curriculum”, the first statement requests
that educational leaders respond to the statement by indicating the frequency use of the statement. The
statement is “Providing professional development to general and special education teachers on
collaboration.” 82.2% of principals and 61.3% of assistant principals indicated that they “Always” or
“Almost Always” provide profession development on collaboration to both general and special
education teachers. 17.7% of principals and 23.8% of assistant principals “Sometimes” provide
professional development on collaboration. 15% of assistant principals “Rarely” or “Never” provide
professional development on collaboration. See Table 35.
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Table 35: Provide Professional Development to “All” Teachers on Collaboration
Campus

Always

Administrator

Almost

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

10%

5%

Always

Principals

53.2%

29%

17.7%

Assistant Principals

32.5%

28.8%

23.8%

The next set of statements requests that the educational leaders indicate their level of knowledge
for the stated strategies. The first statement is “Training special education teachers to use curriculum
modifications and accommodations.” There were 138 responses to this statement. Of the 138
respondents, 61 were principals and 77 were assistant principals. 77.1% of the principals and 55.9% of
assistant principals responded that they had “Extensive” or “Comprehensive” knowledge in training
special education teachers on curriculum modifications and accommodations. 16.4% of principals and
26% of assistant principals have “Basic” knowledge, 6.6% of principals and 11.7% have “Limited”
knowledge in training special education teachers on curriculum modifications. See Table 36.

Table 36: Train SPED Teachers to Use Curriculum Modifications and Accommodations
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

27.9%

49.2%

16.4%

6.6%

Assistant

22.1%

33.8%

26%

11.7%

Administrator

Principals
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6.5%

The next statement inquires the knowledge level with regard to “Training teachers how to
implement the different types of inclusion programs.” There were 138 responses to this statement, 61 of
the respondents were principals and 77 were assistant principals. 70.5% of the principals and 49.4% of
the assistant principals responded that they had “Extensive” or “Comprehensive” knowledge in the
implementation of inclusion programs. “Basic” knowledge of inclusion programs was indicated by
24.6% of principals and 33.8% of assistant principals. 13% of assistant principals and 3.3% of principals
responded that they had “Limited” knowledge of training teachers in the implementation of different
types of inclusion programs. See Table 37.

Table 37: Train Teachers How to Implement the Different types of Inclusion
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

26.2%

44.3%

24.6%

3.3%

1.6%

Assistant

15.6%

33.8%

33.8%

13%

3.9%

Administrator

Principals

“Providing models of how to promote participatory inclusion in general education classrooms
for students with disabilities” was another statement. There were 138 responses to this statement.
“Extensive” or “Comprehensive” knowledge of the promotion of participatory inclusion was indicated
by 72.1% of the principals and 54.6% of the assistant principals. 23% of the principals and 23.4% of the
assistant principals responded that they had “Basic” knowledge and 14.3% of assistant principals and
3.3% of principals indicated they had “Limited” knowledge of how to promote participatory inclusion in
general education for students with disabilities. See Table 38.
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Table 38: Provide Models of How to Promote Participatory Inclusion
Campus

Extensive

Comprehensive

Basic

Limited

No

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Knowledge

Principals

26.2%

45.9%

23%

3.3%

1.6%

Assistant

18.2%

36.4%

23.4%

14.3%

7.8%

Administrator

Principals

Beliefs and Practices of Educational Leaders Regarding Collaboration on Pre-referral/RTI Teams
The third research question inquired, “What are the beliefs and practices of educational leaders
regarding facilitating collaboration on pre-referral intervention/RTI teams and serving students with
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) in the general education classroom?”
The study requested educational leaders “To respond to the following statements based on your
experiences as an educational leader facilitating collaboration on pre-referral intervention/RTI team. I”
All statements had 142 respondents, 62 were principals and 80 were assistant principals. Statement a,
“Am directly involved in the conferences that determine special education eligibility.” 67.7% of the
principals and 62.5% of the assistant principals stated that they “Always” or “Almost Always” were
directly involved in the determination of special education eligibility. Statement b, “Actively promote
the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classes.” 83.8% of the assistant principals
and 71.9% of the principals indicated that they “Always” or “Almost Always” promote inclusion.
Statement c inquired how often educational leaders “Promote the use of differentiated instructional
methods to address the needs of students with diverse abilities.” and statement d asked “Make sure that
the general education teachers provide interventions and monitor the struggling student’s response to the
interventions.” Both statements had 100% of the principals indicating that they “Always” or “Almost
Always” promoted the use of differentiated methods and made sure that teachers’ monitored students’
response to intervention. Of the assistant principals 90.1% of the assistant principals responded to
statement c that they “Always” or “Almost Always” promoted the use of differentiated instructional
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methods. 91.3% of assistant principals indicated that they “Always” or “Almost Always” made sure that
general education teachers monitored students’ responses to interventions. Statement e inquired how
often educational leaders “Allowed for protected time for special and general education teachers to
attend meetings within the school day.” 88.7% of the principals and 72.6% of the assistant principals
responded that they “Always” or “Almost Always” allowed for protected time for all teachers to attend
meeting during the school day. Statement f inquired, “Provide professional development to general and
special education teachers that enables them to develop the strategies needed for all students to become
successful in the general education classroom.” 90.4% of the principals indicated that they “Always” or
“Almost Always” provided professional development to develop strategies for success and 70% of the
assistant principals indicated the same. Statement g inquired how often educational leaders “Provide
professional development to general and special education teachers on collaboration.” 82.2% of
principals indicated that they “Always or “Almost Always” provided professional development on
collaboration. Of the assistant principals, only 61.3% indicated that they “Always” or “Almost Always”
provided professional development on collaboration to all campus teachers. Statement h asked how
often educational leaders “Provide materials for pre-referral/RTI teams to include progress monitoring
and intervention supplies.” 85.5% of principals and 65.1% of assistant principals indicated that they
provided supplies for intervention monitoring “Always” or “Almost Always”. Statement i asked how
often educational leaders “Attend meetings with general and special education staff regarding prereferral interventions/RTI.” 82.3% of principals and 66.3% of assistant principals indicated that they
“Always” or “Almost Always” attended staff meetings regarding pre-referral/RTI meetings. See Table
39 for combined scores of “Always” and “Almost Always” for each statement.
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Table 39: Statements Regarding Facilitating Collaboration on Pre-referral/RTI Teams
Statements
a. Direct involvement to determine special
education eligibility
b. Promote the inclusion of all students in
general education classrooms
c. Promote the use of differentiated
instructional methods to address the needs of
students with diverse abilities
d. Insure that the general education teachers
provide interventions and monitor struggling
student’s RTI
e. Allow for protected time for special and
general education teachers to attend meetings
within the school day
f. Provide professional development to all
teachers that develop strategies needed for
success in the classroom
g. Provide professional development to all
teachers on collaboration
h. Provide materials for pre-referral/RTI
teams to include monitoring and intervention
supplies
i. Attend meetings with all teachers regarding
pre-referral interventions/RTI

Principals

Assistant Principals

67.7%

62.5%

71.9%

83.8%

100%

90.1%

100%

91.3%

88.7%

72.6%

90.4%

70%

82.2%

61.3%

85.5%

65.1%

82.3%

66.3%

The next statement read; “The 2004 Amendments to the Individual Education Improvement Act,
required schools to use research-based interventions in the process of assisting students with learning
difficulties or determining qualification for special education.” This statement is correct. 85.7% of
principals and 78.8% of assistant principals answered this statement correctly.
The last question inquired that educational leaders indicate “how many years of experience they
had being a member of a pre-referral/RTI team before becoming an educational leader.” There were 161
respondents to this question. 46.1% indicated that they “No” prior experience before they became

79

educational leaders and 27.7% indicated that the 1 to 3 years of experience on pre-referral/RTI teams
prior to becoming an educational leader.
Educational Leaders, Their Preparation Programs and Special Education
The fourth research question inquired; “To what extent do educational leaders feel that their
preparation program adequately prepared them for issues regarding special education?”
The first set questions request that educational leaders “Answer the following questions based
on your educational leadership program.” There were 161 respondents to these questions. The first
question asked; “Did you complete a course that was devoted to the curriculum and instruction of
special education programs at the campus level?” 27.3% of the educational leaders indicated that they
had completed course devoted to the curriculum and instruction of special education programs. The
second question inquired; “Did you complete a course that was devoted to special education issues at the
campus level?” 32.3% of the educational leaders that they had completed a course that was devoted to
special education issues at the campus level. The third question asked; “Did you complete a course that
was devoted to special education law?” At 42.2% this was the highest affirmative response rate of
education leaders, that they had completed a course that was devoted to special education law. The final
question inquired; “Did your educational leadership program prepare you to deal with the special
education issues that you currently face?” 39.1% indicated that they felt their principal preparation
program prepared them to deal with special education issues that they currently faced. See Table 40.
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Table 40: Courses Taken During Preparation Program
Question regarding courses taken as part of the
certification program
Did you complete a course devoted to the
curriculum and instruction of special education
programs at the campus level
Did you complete a course that was devoted to
special education issues at the campus level
Did you complete a course that was devoted to
special education law
Did your certification program prepare you to
deal with special education issues you currently
face

Percent of Campus Administrators who took the
course
27.3%
32.3%
42.2%
39.1% Affirmative

The last question inquired; “Do you feel the information you received in your Principal’s
or Mi-Management certification program regarding special education was…” Only 10.9% of the 161
respondents indicated that their preparation program was “More than adequate”. 37.4% felt that their
preparation program was “Adequate” and 49% felt that their preparation program was “Less than
adequate.” See Table 41.

Table 41: Information Received in Certification Program with Regard to Special Education
Question
Do you feel the information you
received in your Principal’s or MidManagement Certification program
regarding special education was

More than
Adequate
10.9%

Adequate
37.4%

Less than
Adequate
49%

None
2.7%

Educational Leaders and Their Belief that Special Education is an Issue of Social Equity
The fifth and final research question inquired; “To what extent do educational leaders believe
that special education is an issue of equity or social justice?” A set of questions requested that
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educational leaders respond by giving their opinions. The rating scale range was “Strongly Agree”,
“Agree”, “Neutral”, “Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree”. See Tables 42 and 43 for principal’s replies
and Tables 44 and 45 for assistant principal’s replies.

Table 42: Principals’ Responses: What is Your Opinion Regarding
Principals’ Responses
The campus accountability ratings
should include all student’s scores
The educational leaders are
responsible for the education of all
students on their campus
Every teacher on campus should
welcome the diversity of students
All teachers on the campus are
responsible for the teaching of all
students
All students on the on the campus
are held to high expectations
The general curriculum is
accessible
Instruction in the general
education classroom is accessible
to all students
Students with disabilities are
entitled to a free and appropriate
education

Strongly
Agree
30.6%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

30.6%

4.8%

22.6%

77.4%

17.7%

1.6%

79%

17.7

1%

3.2%

80.6%

14.5%

1.6%

3.2%

71%

22.6%

3.2%

3.2%

64.5%

29%

3.2%

3.2%

64.5%

27.4%

3.2%

3.2%

88.1%

11.9%

82

1.6%

Strongly
Disagree
11.3%
3.2%

Table 43: Principals’ Responses: Reply Based on Your Experiences
Principals’ Responses
Special education is a form of
tracking that has been institutional
into the educational system through
federal and state legislation
Special education is a form of
tracking that has been institutional
into the educational system through
the current funding systems
Social justice means an equitable
distribution of social goods
including education
Inclusion is an issue of social
justice as well as an issue of equity
The existence of dual systems of
education (general and special)
conflicts with the principals of
social justice
Placing students with disabilities in
separate classrooms communicates
that it is acceptable to isolate
certain groups of students
The inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education
classes is a way to achieve social
justice for students with disabilities
The development of an
individualized education plan (IEP)
is a democratic process
The inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education
classes benefits all students
Inclusion should be implemented as
a school-wide reform effort that
blends resources and integrates
programs

Strongly
Agree
10.7%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

26.8%

16.1%

32.1%

Strongly
Agree
14.3%

10.7%

16.1%

26.8%

33.9%

12.5%

32.1%

26.8%

28.6%

8.9%

3.6%

30.4%

37.5%

23.2%

7.1%

1.8%

5.5%

9.1%

34.5%

36.4%

14.5%

11.1%

18.5%

18.5%

38.9%

13%

23.2%

51.8%

19.6%

3.6%

1.8%

25.5%

38.2%

29.1%

3.6%

3.6%

37.5%

41.1%

10.7%

8.9%

1.8%

32.1%

48.2%

14.3%

3.6%

1.8%
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Table 44: Assistant Principals’ Responses: What is Your Opinion Regarding
Assistant Principals’ Responses
The campus accountability ratings
should include all student’s scores
The educational leaders are
responsible for the education of all
students on their campus
Every teacher on campus should
welcome the diversity of students
All teachers on the campus are
responsible for the teaching of all
students
All students on the on the campus
are held to high expectations
The general curriculum is
accessible
Instruction in the general
education classroom is accessible
to all students
Students with disabilities are
entitled to a free and appropriate
education

Strongly
Agree
46.3%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

13.4%

3.7%

1.2%

Strongly
Disagree
4.9%

69.5%

20.7%

3.7%

1.2%

4.9%

67.9%

27.2%

64.6%

23.2%

2.4%

3.7%

6.1%

59.8%

30.5%

1.2%

3.7%

4.9%

46.3%

39%

3.7%

4.9%

6.1%

4.2%

38.3%

4.9%

7.4%

7.4%

84.7%

11.1%

2.8%
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4.9%

Table 45: Assistant Principals’ Responses: Reply Based on Your Experiences
Assistant Principals’ Responses
Special education is a form of
tracking that has been institutional
into the educational system through
federal and state legislation
Special education is a form of
tracking that has been institutional
into the educational system through
the current funding systems
Social justice means an equitable
distribution of social goods
including education
Inclusion is an issue of social
justice as well as an issue of equity
The existence of dual systems of
education (general and special)
conflicts with the principals of
social justice
Placing students with disabilities in
separate classrooms communicates
that it is acceptable to isolate
certain groups of students
The inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education
classes is a way to achieve social
justice for students with disabilities
The development of an
individualized education plan (IEP)
is a democratic process
The inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education
classes benefits all students
Inclusion should be implemented as
a school-wide reform effort that
blends resources and integrates
programs

Strongly
Agree
10.6%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

28.8%

21.2%

24.2%

Strongly
Agree
15.2%

12.1%

25.8%

19.7%

27.3%

15.3%

21.2%

50%

19.7%

7.6%

1.5%

28.4%

43.3%

17.9%

9%

1.5%

6%

9%

25.4%

47.8%

11.9%

9%

22.4%

13.4%

37.3%

17.9%

22.4%

49.3%

13.4%

11.9%

3%

17.9%

37.3%

20.9%

19.4%

4.5%

35.8%

41.8%

6%

13.4%

3%

34.8%

45.5%

12.1%

6.1%

1.5%
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction
This chapter begins with a discussion of each research question’s conclusions and their
implications. A summary of the conclusions and recommendations for educational leaders and campus
administrators’ certification programs close the chapter.
Research Question One Conclusions
“To what extent do educational leaders understand core (fundamental) issues in special
education?” Fundamental knowledge has four indicators (a) professional practice and collaboration, (b)
characteristics of students with disabilities, (c) legislation, court actions and special education law, and
(d) educating the school community about how to teach and assess students with learning differences.
In terms of “Professional practice and collaboration.” Only 82.2% of the principals and 61.3% of
the assistant principals indicated that they “Always” or “Almost Always” provided professional
development to general and special education teachers on their campuses. With No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) and Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA), campus administrators
are federally mandated to place students with disabilities in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)
additionally, educational leaders have been charged with task of administering interventions to the
student population in the general education classrooms. For these initiatives to be successful both special
education teachers and general education teachers need skills in collaboration. McLaughlin (2002) found
that campuses that were effective in using collaboration had teachers who problem solved and planned
together around curricular goals to ensure opportunities for all students to learn.
Campus administrators must also be able to assess special education programs and services on
their campuses to make decisions that will produce the most successful outcomes. Yet, only 73.8% of
principals and 54.6% of assistant principals indicated that they had extensive or comprehensive
knowledge in assessing just such programs on their campuses. The use of effective teaching strategies is
vital for both general and special education. Educational leaders must be able to assess strategies that
work. NCLB (2001) stresses the use of sound instructional practices validated by research, educational
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leaders need to be able to identify and support the practices that are effective, for all students, especially
those with disabilities. Mainzer et al., (2003) reported that campus administrators should be able to
conduct meaningful evaluations of special education teachers, take an active instructional leader role by
visiting classrooms, participating in meetings, and providing information and support about effective
interventions.
In terms of “Characteristics of students with disabilities”, 78.7% of principals and 63.7% of the
assistant principals indicated that they had “Extensive” or “Comprehensive” knowledge of the
characteristics of students with disabilities. While both percentages should be greater, principals
indicated a 15% higher ability to identify the characteristics of students with disabilities. This is an
example of the “preparation gap” that is the gap between what has been taught in a preparation program
and the competencies and skills that need to be developed in order to successfully perform the job.
Recent reforms call for educational leaders to respond in a more proactive, preventative measure
(Shellard, 2003). It is essential that educational leaders are equipped with the knowledge of how to do so
for identified and at-risk students.
In terms of “Knowledge with respect to legislation, court action and special education law”, in
all legislation and court action questions in the study principals indicated by 15% to 20% more
“Extensive” and “Comprehensive” knowledge than assistant principals. Another example of the
“preparation gap” or on-the-job training. Only 77% of principals felt they had “Extensive” or
“Comprehensive” knowledge in the area of key legislation in special education, on which they based
their decision-making. Assistant principals weighed in at 61.9%. Only 81% of principals indicated that
they could identify the principles of IDEA and only 59.8% of the assistant principals felt comfortable
with principles of IDEA. These educational leaders are making decisions daily regarding these very
issues and in an area that is known for its’ litigious nature. Educational leaders have to understand not
only the laws themselves but also the policies derived from such laws (Crockett 2002). Campus
administrators must also understand the legal precedents that have been established through court cases
and correctly interpret those precedents for implications for their students (Yell et al., 2001).
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Principals did feel comfortable (90%) with identifying the steps of the referral process and
assistant principals lagged at 74.1% (preparation gap.) Another area that principals indicated a large
knowledge base was in disciplining students in accordance with legislative mandates. 90.2% of
principals indicated “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in this area. Yet only 81% of the
principals answered the question under special education law regarding discipline correctly. 70.2% of
assistant principals indicated having “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in disciplining students
with a disability. This may indicate, that campus administrators have an inflated margin (10%) of what
they perceive they know and being able to transfer that knowledge into everyday administrative
decisions. Special education is a leading area for litigation for school districts across the nation. The
understanding by campus administrators of the elements of the laws that shape special education is
crucial (Johnson & Duffet, 2003).
Under Section VII Special Education Law, principals at 100% and assistant principals at 95.8%
agreed or strongly agreed that students with disabilities were entitled to a free and appropriate education.
However, another survey question, which asked education leaders to rate their level of agreement with
the statement “The campus accountability ratings should include all students’ assessments scores” only
61.2% of principals and 59.7% of assistant principals “Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed” with the
statement. When administrators are not held accountable for the progress of one student population then
that population is typically placed on low priority since there are no consequences for under
performance. Thompson et al., (2001) stated that all students should be included in assessment systems
because it avoids exclusion and to promotes high expectations. According to Elliott et al., (2000) it is
generally believed that students who are not measured by educational accountability systems tend to be
ignored when educational reforms are enacted.
The problem areas, as perceived by educational leaders, under the special education law portion
of the study, centered around the IEP process, discipline, and state assessments. With regard to the IEP
process, transportation needs were correctly identified by only 77.9% of principals but the assistant
principals did better with 83.1% correct. This could be due to the fact that often it is the assistant
principals who attend the annual IEP meetings.
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Another potential problem area in the IEP process had to do with inviting students to IEP
meeting when transition services are being discussed. Only 64.9% of principals and 65.2% of assistant
principals indicated that the student should be invited to attend the IEP meeting especially when
transition services are being discussed. These are services that deal directly with students’ desires,
hopes, and dreams regarding their life post secondary education. Would campus administrators every
not inquire what general education students wanted to do with their lives after they finish the secondary
education?

Berdine (2003) summarized effective transition to include student focused planning,

vocational development, interagency and interdisciplinary collaboration, family involvement, and
efficient delivery of services at school and in the community.
As stated above only 71.4% of the principals and 61.1% of the assistant principals responded
correctly to the question regarding accommodations and the state assessment. Now that NCLB has
mandated that all students scores will counted to AYP for the campus, it is especially important that
educational leaders understand how modifications are integrated into the state assessments to insure that
students with disabilities are given the best opportunity to be successful on the state assessments.
In terms of “Educating the school community about how to teach and assess students with
learning differences”, neither principals or assistant principals ever indicated an “Extensive” or
“Comprehensive” knowledge base above 74% on any question.
With relation to “Training teachers in the use of researched-based best practice instructional
strategies for students” only 73.7% of principals and 56.6% of assistant principals responded that they
had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in this area. With RTI, and other research-based
initiatives now mandated and being used in the general education setting along with the LRE mandate it
is now more important than ever that both general and special education teachers have the skills required
to implement these types of initiatives. “Universally designed lessons” and “Training teachers in the use
of research-based best practice instructional strategies for students” are skills that are valuable and
required by all teachers yet less than three-quarters of principals and slightly more than half of assistant
principals indicate having “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in this area. Bosardin (2007)
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points to the use of evidence-based practices to help principals develop needed skills to help them
address the needs of all students on the campus. The Response-to-Intervention Model is an example of
an educational practice that is supposed to create new inclusive administrative processes through
providing layers of intervention within the school as well as more authentic student progress monitoring.
“Training teachers in how to implement the different types of inclusion programs,” 70.5% of
principals and only 49.4% of assistant principals indicated having “Extensive or Comprehensive”
knowledge in this area. The future of education has mandated that LRE is the preferred setting for all
students. The only way to successfully implement such a mandate is for all campus teachers to be
proficient in inclusion. This will be difficult to achieve without the full support the campuses’
educational leaders. Educational leaders must be able assess the programs on their campuses and
appraise the teachers as well, they need to know what to look for just to fulfill their responsibilities as
campus administrators.
In the area of “Training teachers in the development of alternative assessments for students with
significant disabilities” only 45.9% of principals and 36.4% of assistant principals responded that they
had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in this area. To whom are the educational leaders
abdicating this responsibility?
Of the four indicators for fundamental or core issues in special education, campus administration
indicated average knowledge in the areas of “legislation, court actions and special education law” and
“average knowledge regarding characteristics of students with disabilities.” The first “legislation, court
actions, and special education law” is probably the most punitive at first glance. But the real cause for
concern is “Professional practice and collaboration” and “Educating the school community about how to
teach and assess students with learning differences.” The study indicates that these are the weakest of
the four indicators. With the mandates from IDEIA, NCLB, LRE, and the general education initiative of
research-based interventions (RTI, Response-to-Intervention) that will be used to identify students who
are “at-risk” for failure, it is now more important than ever for campus administrators to embrace their
role as instructional leaders.
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Research Question Two Conclusions
The second research question was “To what extent do educational leaders understand current
issues in special education? Current issues included the four indicators; (a) accountability that includes
the outcomes for students with disabilities; (b) early identification of at-risk students (c) educating the
school community in the use of research-based instructional interventions; and (d) appropriate access to
the general curriculum.
In terms of “Accountability that includes the outcomes for students with disabilities”, 90.4% of
principals and 70% of assistant principals indicated that they “Always” or “Almost Always”, “Provide
professional development to general and special education teachers that enables them to develop
strategies needed for all students to become successful in the general education classroom.” This is a
positive for principals, especially with the current educational climate towards inclusion and least
restrictive environment (LRE). The twenty percent drop between principals and assistant principals is
troubling, but this is evidence of the “preparation gap.” If it were perhaps, that principals were the ones
that do all scheduling of professional development, then the scores would be closer because the assistant
principals would understand “why” principals supported this statement. Thompson et al., (2001) stated
that all students should be included in assessment systems because it avoids exclusion and to promotes
high expectations. According to Elliott et al., (2000) it is generally believed that students who are not
measured by educational accountability systems tend to be ignored when educational reforms are
enacted.
Only 45.9% of principals and 34.4% of assistant principals reported that they had “Extensive” or
“Comprehensive” knowledge of “Training teachers in the development of alternative assessments for
students with disabilities.” Yet, as alternate assessments continue to be revised for better technical
quality and alignment with alternate achievement standards, it is vital that educational leaders
understand the format used in their state, the content required for assessment, and the requirements of
performance by students using those assessments. While these assessments include measures of reading
and math at the current time, these assessments differ in format and content from state to state.
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Portfolios, checklists, and one-time performance skill assessments are the most frequent formats used by
states (Byrnes, 2004).
Higher percentages are seen in the next statement. 67.3% of principals and 47% of assistant
principals indicated “Extensive or Comprehensive Knowledge” of “Evaluating alternative assessments
for students with significant disabilities.” The results for both these level of knowledge statements are
disturbing for several reasons. First, that fact that the percentages are extremely low. Principals and
assistant principals are not comfortable with their knowledge of creating assessments for students with
significant disabilities and being able to transfer this knowledge to teachers of these students. Then,
there are the slightly higher percentages that while they are unable to train teachers in the development
of these assessments, they do feel more comfortable in evaluating the alternative assessments. This
seems counter-intuitive, how can they evaluate if they do not understand what is involved in the
development of the test.
Another area of concern is campus administrators’ knowledge of “Planning transition services
for students with disabilities.” 56.7% of principals and 34.4% of assistant principals indicated that their
knowledge base was “Extensive or Comprehensive” in the planning of transition services for students
with disabilities. While it would be easy to believe, the low percentages are due to the fact that,
transition happens only as the students exit the education system that is not factual. In the State of Texas
where the study, was administered, transition services for students with disabilities is first considered in
middle school. As stated above, Berdine (2003) summarized effective transition to include student
focused planning, vocational development, interagency and interdisciplinary collaboration, family
involvement, and efficient delivery of services at school and in the community.
The responses to “Accountability that includes outcomes for students with disabilities”
demonstrate that campus administrators are struggling with accountability outcomes for students with
disabilities. When administrators are not held accountable for the progress of one student population
then that population is typically placed on low priority since there are no consequences for under
performance. Thompson et al., (2001) stated that all students should be included in assessment systems
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because it avoids exclusion and to promotes high expectations. According to Elliott et al., (2000) it is
generally believed that students who are not measured by educational accountability systems tend to be
ignored when educational reforms are enacted. The question becomes if the educational leaders are not
able to adequately fulfill this role, then to whom have they abdicated this responsibility?
In terms of “Early identification of at-risk students”, 100% of the principals and 91.3% of
assistant principals indicated that they “Always or Almost Always” to the statement, “Make sure that the
general education teachers provide interventions and monitor the struggling student’s response to the
intervention.” An excellent rate of response and it is important that teachers in the general education are
not only providing interventions but are also monitoring the students’ responses. This is a pro-active
approach to early identification. The general education teachers are able to identify students who are
struggling, carefully monitor their responses to the different research-based interventions. If the student
continues to struggle despite the interventions, the general education is then able to refer the student to
special education and already has the documented “failure to respond” to different interventions already
available. If the student does respond to an intervention then the general education teacher can continue
to apply those interventions to help ensure that the student is successful.
The second statement inquired about the educational administrators’ knowledge of “Training
teachers to use data based instructional decisions and monitoring”, 90.2% of the principals and 62.4% of
the assistant principals reported that they had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge. The principal
response rate is excellent but the assistant principal rate is significantly lower. Raising the question of if
the is another area of “preparation gap.” For change to happen campus administrators must not only
verbally promote the new initiative but must also be able to demonstrate it, this is not possible if the
campus administrators don’t have at least comprehensive knowledge of the subject matter.
Next, educational leaders were asked to rate their knowledge level for the statement “Training
teachers to develop universally designed lessons”, only 71.7% of principals and 48.1% of assistant
principals reported that they had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge regarding the statement. The
percentages are low considering how important universally designed lessons are to the classrooms. It is
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especially important now with NCLB, IDEIA (2004), and LRE. Universally designed lessons would
enable the teacher to target multiple learning styles and thus help ensure that more students are
successful. These types of lessons would also allow for students with disabilities access to not only to
the grade appropriate curriculum but, also the general education classrooms as well. It is surprising that
the response indicated a lack of competency regarding universally designed methods. Of the three
statements, it is an older method than the other two statements and considered a best teaching practice.
While it is an effective teaching practice it has not been mandated by NCLB and IDEIA like the first
two statements regarding early identification and response-to-interventions (RTI). It would be
unfortunate if the only methods or best teaching practices educational leaders became proficient with are
the ones that are federally mandated.
In terms of “Educating the school community in the use of research-based instructional
interventions (RTI)”, research-based instructional interventions are now federally mandated. A popular
implementation of is known as RTI or response-to-intervention. The interventions are carefully
monitored and response rates are well documented. The main features of RTI are high quality researchbased instruction and interventions, universal screening, and progress monitoring (Bradley et al., 2005).
The following statement was “The 2004 Amendments to the Individual with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act required schools to use research-based interventions in the process of
assisting students with learning difficulties or determining qualification for special education.” This
statement is correct so a correct answer would be “Strongly Agreed or Agreed.” 85.7% of principals and
78.8% of assistant principals indicated that they “Strongly Agreed or Agreed” with this statement. The
study did have correct statements (2) where the principals scored a 100% for the correct answer. This is
a federal mandate from 2004 and updated in 2006 so it is surprising that only 85.7% of principals
answered correctly.
The next statement “Provide materials for pre-referral/RTI teams to include progress monitoring
and intervention supplies.” 85.5% of the principals and 65.1% of the assistant principals indicated that
they “Always” or “Almost Always” provide these materials. Yet, as previously stated 85.7% of
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principals and 78.8% of assistant principals realize that research-based interventions are federally
mandated and therefore technically it is “required” that supplies are available for use. Another difference
between the principals’ response and the assistant principals’ response is interesting since this is a
relatively new initiative and both principals and assistant principals would most probably be accessing
this new model through staff development. Friend & Cook (2007) have stated that there are several ways
in which campus administrators support RTI teams
•

by purchasing materials for intervention and progress monitoring,

•

permit staff to meet regularly at intervention meetings

•

provide professional development to build capacity

•

support the RTI model to resistant stake holders

The next statements refer to campus administers’ ability to train teachers in the research-based
best instructional strategies for students with disabilities, different learning styles, and different cultural
backgrounds. For “Students with Disabilities” only 73.7% of principals and 56.6% assistant principals
reported that they have “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge training teachers to use best
instructional strategies for this student population. This is the lowest self-rating for principals of the
three statements. Perhaps, one reason is that principals and assistant principals themselves do not have
the experience in classrooms that have students with disabilities and their formal training does not
address this area sufficiently.
Another statement dealt with different learning styles. 83.6% of principals and 61.1% of assistant
principal indicated having “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge of “Training teachers in the use of
best instructional strategies for different learning styles.” This statement is very relevant because as
more students of different abilities gain access to the general education classrooms the general education
teachers will need more instructional strategies to address the different learning styles and abilities of all
the students. The literature indicates that higher levels of teacher collaboration increases student
achievement on high-stakes state testing (Idol, 2006). With the ability to address different learning
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styles, the teachers would then be in a position to ensure that their students are successful. Teaching to
students with a wide range of abilities has traditionally been the realm of special education teachers but
with current policies and mandates in place both general and special education will need to work
together and collaborate to ensure success for the entire student population.
The final statement dealt with training teachers to be culturally sensitive to the different cultures
of their student population. 82% of principals and 55.9% of the assistant principals reported having
“Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge in “Training teachers to use research-based best instructional
strategies for teaching students from different cultural backgrounds.” This was slightly surprising in that
sensitivity to different cultures of the student population, has been well documented in literature and can
be used to enhance the student’s learning experience. Yet, a fifth of principals and almost half of
assistant principals do not feel that they are able to train such strategies to teachers.
In all statements, assistant principals lagged behind principal knowledge by a range of 15% to
20%. Additional evidence that supports the theory of a “preparation gap” in their administrative
certification program.
Finally, in terms of “Appropriate access to the general education curriculum”, educational
leaders do indicate that they “Provide professional development to general and special education
teachers on collaboration” at rate of 82.2% for principals and 61.3% for assistant principals. This is
important because all campus teachers need to practice collaboration especially as more students with
disabilities will be receiving more and more of their instruction in the general education setting. To
ensure success for all students, including students with disabilities, both general and special education
teacher will have to integrate their teaching styles. Collaboration will enable all teachers to be better
equipped to handle the constantly varying student population and ensure that students have the best
opportunity to be successful. With the LRE requirement even if students are placed into the special
education program the delivery of these services will now be, for the most, in the general education
classroom. “Push-in” services, where the staff serves the students in the classrooms instead of pulling
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students out of the classroom, are now considered best practice with general and special education
teachers practicing various types of co-teaching (Friend & Cook, 2007).
In terms of training teachers different strategies to be used in the classroom, the first strategy,
“Training special education teachers to use curriculum modifications and accommodations.” 77.1% of
the principals and 55.9% of the assistant principals indicated they had “Extensive or Comprehensive”
knowledge in this strategy. The second strategy was “Training teachers how to implement the different
types of inclusion programs. Only 70.5% of principals and a low 49.4% of the assistant principals felt
that they had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge of this strategy. The last statement inquired the
knowledge level of the statement “Providing models of how to promote participatory inclusion in
general education classrooms for students with disabilities.” 72.1% of principals and 54.6% of assistant
principals indicated they had “Extensive or Comprehensive” knowledge regarding this statement.
All three of the statements basically deal with the fact the students with disabilities are more and
likely to be in a general education setting. As close to total inclusion as possible is where our
educational system now is heading. We see this in the “writing on the wall” in the mandates of NCLB,
IDEIA, LRE and RTI. Campus administrators have the responsibility of ensuring that federal, state, and
district mandates are met. These educational leaders are also responsible for ensuring that the teachers
on their campuses are trained and able to initiate these mandates in classroom and are ultimately charged
with enabling their student population the best opportunity for success. Yet, more than 20% of the
principals and close to 50% of the assistant principals do not feel prepared to train their teachers in some
of the very strategies that will help to provide for the opportunity of success for their entire student
population. Why does such a large percentage of educational leaders feel so unprepared? Many took
certification programs, which were supposed to have taught them the skills they would need to embrace
their calling as campus administrator. Unfortunately, there is a gap in their certification programs, that
gap being special education. For too long campus administrators, abdicated their role and responsibility
to the central office or the special education department and they did not receive adequate training in
special education in their certification programs. Now with site-based management, NCLB, IDEIA,
LRE, and RTI educational leaders must play catch up or they will not be able to fulfill their obligation to
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provide the entire student population with the opportunity of success, as well as, “a free and appropriate
education.”
Research Question Three Conclusions
The third research question was “What are the beliefs and practices of educational leaders
regarding facilitating collaboration on pre-referral intervention/RTI teams and servicing students with
Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) in the general education classroom?”
The highest margin of all educational leaders 46.1% had “no” previous experience being a
member of a pre-referral/RTI team prior to becoming a campus administrator. 27.7% indicated that they
had only three or less years of experience as a member of such a team. This inexperience with prereferral/RTI teams could cause a tendency in the campus administrators to be willing to abdicate this
responsibility. This would be very detrimental because this is a new initiative and requires change.
Permanent change is not possible without the educational leaders’ full support both verbally (beliefs)
and via their actions (practices). Change will only happen if teachers have the educational leader’s
support (Fullan, 2007b; Hall & Hord, 2006). Schools are constantly changing and in the current climate
of public education, campus administrators are the leaders of change (Hall & Hord, 2006). Abdicating
this responsibility would send a message to the campus staff that the campus administrator did not
support or value “the change” so the campus administrator felt comfortable in giving other personnel the
responsibility of over seeing it. When the reality of the situation maybe that the campus administrator is
not proficient in the administration of these relatively new programs.
As previously stated, 85.7% of the principals and 78.8% of the assistant principals indicated that
the statement. “The 2004 Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act
requires schools to use research-based interventions, in the process of assisting students with learning
difficulties or determining qualification for special education” was a correct statement. It is clear from
this, that principals and for the most part assistant principals as well, understand that IDEIA has
mandated the use of research-based interventions (RTI) for students in general education classroom as
not only a way to a support students with learning difficulties but it is also a determining qualification
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for placement in special education. With the LRE requirement even if students are placed into the
special education program the delivery of these services will now be, for the most, in the general
education classroom. “Push-in” services, when students are served by staff in the classrooms instead of
pulling students out of the classroom, are now considered best practice and general and special
education teachers practice various types of co-teaching (Friend & Cook, 2007).
Educational leaders were asked to respond to a set of statements by indicating their level of
agreement or disagreement. The campus administrators both principals and assistant principals indicated
an extremely high level of support for the statements. Principals indicated support at 100% for both
statements and assistant principals at 90.1% and 91.3% , respectively; “Promoting the use of
differentiated instructional methods to address the needs of students with diverse abilities” and the
statement, “Making sure that the general education teachers provide interventions and monitor
struggling student’s responses to interventions.” Both these statements speak to the beliefs and practices
of educational leaders’ regarding servicing students with IEPs and struggling student in the general
education setting. Principals also indicated strong support 80%+ for the statements; “Providing materials
for pre-referral/RTI teams to include progress monitoring and intervention materials” and “Attending
meetings with general education and special education staff regarding pre-referral interventions/RTI.”
Principals indicated support at 85.5% and 82.3% respectively and assistant principals responded with
support rates of 65.1% and 66.3%. These statements are important because they indicate strong support
for pre-referral/RTI teams in both the beliefs and practices. The campus administrator is willing to
financially support these teams and invest their time by attending the meetings. Unfortunately, the
assistant principals’ support for these statements is 20+ percent points lower than the principals’ levels.
Again, perhaps this is because of the “preparation gap.” According to Wright (2007) campus
administrators are very important in supporting RTI because they have the power over resources, and
their support is crucial to successful implementation of RTI.
A third statement specifically addresses collaboration “Providing professional development to
general and special education teachers on collaboration.” Principals again indicated strong support
(82.2%) for this statement, indicating that they are willing to invest in “collaboration” as a tool needed
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by the entire campus teaching staff. Again assistant principals lagged (65.1%) by slightly less than
twenty percent. There is an increased demand for collaboration between general and special education
staff, as more students with IEPs are spending more time in general education classrooms (U.S.
Department of Education, 2007). Resources that support collaboration, in addition to professional
development, are regularly scheduled meetings, materials and campus administrators’ direct
participation in collaborative activities (Friend & Cook, 2007; Hall & Hord, 2006). Collaboration is
needed to implement and support change.
The only statements that produced mildly surprising results were “I am directly involved in
conferences that determine special education eligibility” (principals at 67.7% and assistant principals at
62.5%) and “I actively promote the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education
classrooms.” Regarding the first statement, both principals and assistant principals indicated a support
level in the sixty percent range. It is mandated in the State of Texas that a campus administrator attend
meetings involving IEPs and placement in special education. The second statement had more support
from assistant principals (83.8%) than from principals (71.9%). This was very surprising because with
NCLB, IDEIA, RTI, and LRE it is now federally mandated that students with disabilities be served in
the general education setting when ever possible. Educational leaders, understand that the federal
mandates of NCLB, IDEIA, and LRE, require that all their campus teachers be responsible and prepared
to educate the entire school population. “By including all students in the calculation of AYP, educators
must concern themselves with the treatment and education of students with disabilities” (National
Council on Disability, 2004, p. 24). As a result special and general education teachers must work
together to make sure that the instruction in special education programs is consistent with state general
education curriculum and standards. One of the best ways to ensure that this is attainable is to facilitate
collaboration between special and general education teachers, so that all teachers have the skills to
promote the servicing all students even those with disabilities, in the general education classrooms. The
sharing of ideas through collaboration would not only help develop the skills of the individual teachers it
would also raise the skill level of the entire campus. The consistent use of RTI will not only help
facilitate this but will also provide the opportunity for all students to achieve success.
100

Research Question Four Conclusions
In terms of “To what extent do educational leaders feel that their preparation program adequately
prepared them for issues regarding special education.” Question 10 of the study inquired “Did you
complete a course that was devoted to:
a)

The curriculum and instruction of special education programs at the campus level

b)

Special education issues at the campus level

c)

Special education law and

d)

Did your educational leadership program prepare you to deal with special education
issues that you currently face?

Only 27.3% of campus administrators indicated that had taken a course in curriculum and
instruction; only 32.3% had a class in special education issues at the campus level; the highest
percentage point was 42.2% for a class in special education law; and finally to the question of how well
did your preparation program prepare you to deal with special education issues you currently faces only
39.1% felt the program had adequately prepared them. This means over sixty percent of educational
leaders “do not” feel adequately prepared. Yet, Lashey (2007) states that knowledge of special education
laws and practices enhances the campus administrator’s ability to support educational equity. Wakeman,
Browder, Flowers, and Ahigrim-Deizel (2006), reported that educational leaders’ knowledge base were
related to their ability and desire to implement inclusion programs on their campuses. Farley (2002)
states the lack of real exposure to special education concepts and the limited development of
competencies which are needed in the role of educational leader creates a “preparation gap.” Farley
(2002) also discusses a gap between what faculty is willing to teach and what is actually needed in
campus administrators’ pre-service.
To the question, “How adequate was the information you received in your certification program
regarding special education?” Only 10.9% of the respondents said it was more than adequate; 37.4% felt
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it was adequate and 51.7% felt that information they received in the certification program was less than
adequate.
Obviously, the vast majority of educational leaders do not feel that their certification programs
properly prepared them to deal with the issues in special education that they face on a daily basis. For
too long general education was considered a site-based management issue where as special education
was under the auspices of the central office or the department of special education (Allbritten, 2004).
With the recent mandates from NCLB, IDEIA, RTI and LRE special education has become a site-based
or campus issue and educational leaders at the campus level have to make decisions in a more efficient
and expedite ways. According to DiPiola and Walther-Thomas, (2003) the shift in the educational
leaders’ role from a building manager to an instructional leader creating a child centered learning
environment implied that educational leaders expanded roles includes a mission to educate all children
as well. This responsibility includes the education of students with disabilities. Educational leaders also
feel pressure from parents, advocates, and attorneys who uphold the rights of students with disabilities,
sometime at the expense of students and teachers in general education setting (Farley, 2002). When you
add in the accountability for improving standardized test scores of students with disabilities, the
difficulty of the educational leaders’ jobs is more pronounced. Clash (2006) reported that working with
students with disabilities under stringent legal demands has become a source of stress for campus
administrators.
Although significant responsibility for special education is now placed at the campus level,
studies indicate that educational leaders do not have an adequate level of preparation and training in this
area (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Praisner, 2003; Valesky & Hirth, 1992). It is more important
now than ever before that campus administrators are properly prepared so that they are able to embrace
these new challenges and instruct their teaching staff so that all students, even students with disabilities,
have the opportunity to receive their education with their peers in a general education setting. In order to
achieve success the campus teachers will be looking to their administrators to guide them in their efforts
to procure the best possible outcomes for their students. What does the lack of special education
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preparation in certification program say about the value we place on educating our students with
disabilities?
Research Question Five Conclusions
The fifth and final research question was “To what extent do educational leaders believe that
special education is an issue of equity or social justice?”
Both principals and assistant principals indicated “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” (85% to 100%
response range) that educational leaders are and/or teachers are:
a)

responsible for the education of all students

b)

every teacher on campus should welcome diversity

c)

are responsible for teaching all students

d)

all students are held to high expectations

e)

general curriculum is accessible

f)

instruction in general classroom is accessible to all students.

This high response rate is consistent with the mandates required by NCLB and IDEIA. The issue
of social justice is specifically addressed in NCLB and IDEIA. During the reauthorization process for
NCLB and IDEIA there was close attention paid to how certain groups of individuals failed to attain
academic success (Council for Exceptional Children, 2004.) These laws now require public schools to
meet high academic standards for all students regardless of their race, socioeconomic status, or
disability. “By including all students in the calculation of AYP, educators must concern themselves with
the treatment and education of students with disabilities” (National Council on Disability, 2004, p. 24).
However, to the statement “The campus accountability rating should include all students’ scores” only
61.2% of the principals and 59.7% of the assistant principals “Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed”. When
there are no consequences for lack of progress it becomes very easy for campus administrators to
become complacent in the education of students with disabilities.
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Educational leaders seemed evenly split across the board to even include the “Neutral” response
regarding the statements being a form of tracking. The assistant principals indicated a stronger response
rate for “Strongly Disagree” or “Disagree” to these same statements.
Assistant principals by a rate of 71% indicated that they “Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed” with
the statements “Social justice means an equitable distribution of social goods including education”,
“Inclusion is an issue of social justice as well as an issue of equity”, and “Inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education classes is a way to achieve social justice.” Principals, on the other hand,
indicated that only 58.9% “Strongly Agreed” or “Agreed” with the statements
63.7% of principals and 45.2 of assistant principals felt that “the development of an IEP is a
democratic process.” The assistant principals also had 20.9% indicate a “Neutral” response. Initially,
included in the IDEA Amendments of 1997 and continued in IDEIA (2004) is the requirement that
general education teachers participate on IEP teams. However, results from a longitudinal study of
middle, junior high, and high school IEP meetings indicated that general education teachers reported that
they helped to make decisions within the meeting less than any other participants (Martin, Marshall,
Sale, 2004). As instructional leaders the campus administrators need to make sure that the general
education teachers are aware of their roles and responsibilities in the IEP process and should facilitate
their meaningful inclusion in IEP meetings (Smith & Colon, 1998).
Educational administration continues to address the instructional implications that are related to
special education and social justice. As the result of NCLB and IDEIA, there is now an intensive focus
on student achievement at the campus level. Educational leadership certification programs must make
sure campus administrators are sufficiently prepared to address campus wide initiatives that will
improve all students’ opportunities for success. However many campus administrators do not feel
adequately prepared to deal with special education issues. This inadequacy may keep campus
administrators from dealing with the underlying social justice issue that all students, including students
with disabilities, have the right to a free and appropriate public education. As stated by Lashey (2007),
knowledge of the special education law and practices enhances the educational leaders’ ability to
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comply with current legislation (NCLB, IDEIA, RTI, and LRE) it also confirms the campus
administrators’ ethical responsibility to support educational equity in meeting the educational need of all
students.
McLaughlin, (2002) has recommended that special education should become a continuum of
general education. A natural outgrowth of the inclusive school model beyond its original focus on
students with disabilities could reform schools and possibly become the appropriate mechanism to
achieve social justice for all students (Lilly, 2000). Working toward true social justice within our
educational system means that every educational leader really believes that every student can learn and
every educational leader accepts responsibility for every student.
Summary of Conclusions


Significantly less than 50% (42.2% had a special education law class) of the

respondents, reported having completed a course that was devoted to the administration
of special education programs, special education issues and special education law.


Almost half of the educational leaders (47.2%) that responded to this study

indicated that their certification program “had not” prepared them to deal with special
education issues that they faced on daily basis.


Overall, educational leaders were informed regarding fundamental issues. Areas

of difficulties seemed focused around the IEP process, transition, and discipline.


A limited understanding of current issues in special education was found among

campus administrators. Especially, in the areas of learning and effective teaching
practices such as universally designed lessons and the general education initiative of
response-to-intervention.
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Educational leaders lacked agreement with the inclusion of students’ with

disabilities scores in accountability. Only 61.2% indicated that they supported the
inclusion of scores of students with disabilities. Respondents also identified alternative
assessments as an area of limited knowledge.


The study also dealt with the underlying aspect of the educational leaders’ ethical

outlook in dealing with students with disabilities and how they viewed their responsibility
to educate students with disabilities. 95.1% of principals and 90.2% of assistant
principals indicated that they believed that educational leaders at the campus level were
responsible for the education of all students on their campuses, included were students
with disabilities
Recommendations for Educational Leaders and Certificate Programs
1) Educational leadership programs should integrate information regarding special
education issues and law into existing course work.
2) Educational leadership programs, as well as, school districts need to provide professional
development practice experiences so that campus administrators are exposed to special
education issues and knowledge regarding special education law.
3) University preparation programs should require coursework in special education as part
of the curriculum.
4) Special education preparation would be significantly improved upon by practicum and
internship experiences.
5) Changing the hiring practices of school districts to elevate special education skills as a
desired skill set for campus administrators.
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6) The special education preparation of superintendents should also be considered since
superintendents are the ultimate leaders and responsible for developing the visions and
missions for their school districts.
7) Professional development activities that will add to a campus administrators’ special
education knowledge base should developed and supported by school districts. These
activities could include a focus on IEP process, the administrator’s role in discipline for
students with disabilities, special education law with a focus on the campus
administrators’ responsibilities, inclusion and LRE practices, knowledge of disability
categories, and monitoring specially designed instruction to include students with
disabilities, as well as, the general education initiative of RTI.
8) Educational leaders should have opportunities to collaborate with other educational
leaders, in and outside of their districts. Collaboration is a main component of change and
it is the campus administrators, who will be facilitating changes on their campuses.
9) Consider ways in which a unified system, which combines general and special education
might have on improving not only certification programs for educational leaders but also
how it may improve teacher preparation programs as well.
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Educational Leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding core and current issues
Introduction
Dear Educational Leader,
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Educational Leadership and Foundations at the University of Texas at El
Paso. I am requesting your assistance with my research and inviting you to participate in an online survey. My
dissertation will examine educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding core and current issues in special
education. The survey also contains items concerning school characteristics and demographic information about the
educational leader. As an educational leader you deal with special education issues on a regular basis, so your input is
essential to the outcome of this study.
I do not know of any risks to you if you decide to participate in this survey. Your responses to the electronic survey will
not be identified with you personally and your responses and the identity of your school or district will not be identified.
Confidentiality is of the utmost importance. Your responses will remain anonymous and confidential.
Please take the time to complete this survey, it should take you no longer than 20 minutes to complete. Your
participation is voluntary and there is no penalty if you choose not to participate. You have the right to not answer any
question you do not wish to answer. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty of prejudice.
If you have any concerns about completing this survey or being a part of this study, please contact me, at (915) 2615477
or via email at jolucker@sbcglobal.net, or you may contact my dissertation supervisor Dr. Rodolfo Rincones, Department
Chair, Educational Leadership and Foundations, (915) 7477614 or via email at rrincones@utep.edu.
Thank you for your assistance in this research effort.
With sincere thanks,

Josie Lucker
Doctoral Student
9152615477
jolucker@sbcglobal.net
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Page 1

Educational Leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding core and current issues
Informed Consent
I agree to complete a survey being conducted by Josie Lucker from the University of Texas at El Paso, in El Paso Texas.
Results of this survey will be shared with the University of Texas at El Paso and will be available from Josie Lucker upon
request.
By responding to this survey, I hereby authorize Josie Lucker to include me in the research entitled “Educational Leaders’
Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education”. The questions in the survey are focused
on educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes toward issues in special education. The survey should take no longer than
20 minutes to complete.
It has been explained to me that survey data collected will be used for research purposes. As an educational leader, over
the age of 18, I am being asked to participate since the research is about educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes
towards special education. I understand that the investigator will respect my anonymity and I agree that the data shall be
retained for research purposes and once the research is finished the data will be deleted and/or destroyed. I understand I
have the right to review the data collected as part of the study.
I understand I have the right to refuse to answer any question. I also understand that I have the right to refuse
participation in or withdraw from this study at any time without prejudice or penalty. I understand that circumstances may
arise which might cause the investigator to terminate my participation before the completion of the study. I understand
there are no known risks if I do, or do not participate in the survey. I also understand that I will not receive any money for
participating in this survey. I understand the possible benefits of this study may help to understand what supports,
professional development, and/or higher education courses might better prepare educational leaders who will be capable
of coping with diverse student populations and everincreasing range of educational needs to ensure a successful learning
experience for all students, especially those with exceptionalities. I also understand if the study design or use of the
information is to be changed, I will be informed and my consent reobtained. I understand that Josie Lucker, who can be
reached at jolucker@sbcglobal.net or (915 2625477) will answer any questions I may have at any time concerning
details if the procedures performed as part of the study.
I understand that if I have any further questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed consent
process, I may contact the UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (9157478841) or irb.orsp@utep.edu. In signing this
consent form I acknowledge receipt of a copy of this form.
[First question placed online with online survey.]
1. I consent to my responses being used by Josie Lucker in her doctoral research at the University of Texas at El Paso,
on Educational Leaders’ Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education.
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Section I. Demographic and work experience
1. Complete the following
Gender

Your ethnicity

6

Demographic information:

Your age's range

6

6

2. Title of educational leader position you currently hold
j Principal
k
l
m
n
j Assistant Principal
k
l
m
n

3. What certification do you have that qualifies you to be an educational leader
c MidManagement Certificate
d
e
f
g
c Principal’s Certificate
d
e
f
g
c Superintendent's Certificate
d
e
f
g
Other (please specify)

5
6

4. Experience in leadership and teaching
Member of a pre

Educational leader

Teaching  general

Special education

education classroom

teacher

Mmember of an

referral

Individual Education

intervention/RTI

Plan team before

(Response to

becoming an

Intervention) team

educational leader

before becoming an
educational leader

Complete the information

6

6

6

6

6

of years of experience on
each of the following areas:
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Section II.Campus background information
5. Grade levels on your campus
c Elementary
d
e
f
g
c K8th
d
e
f
g
c K12th
d
e
f
g
c Middle School
d
e
f
g
c Alternative Middle School
d
e
f
g
c High School
d
e
f
g
c Alternative High School
d
e
f
g
c Magnet High School
d
e
f
g
Other (please specify)

6. Are you currently at the same campus as you were last year?
j Yes
k
l
m
n
j No
k
l
m
n

7. Types of disability categories of students currently being served at your campus. Check
all the option(s) that apply:
c High Incidence (i.e. speech impaired, learning disabilities)
d
e
f
g
c Moderate Incidence (i.e. autism, intellectually challenged, other health impaired)
d
e
f
g
c Low Incidence (i.e. orthopedic impairments, visual impairments, auditory impairments, multiple handicapping conditions)
d
e
f
g
Other (please specify)

8. What percentage of your campus’ population are students with disabilities?
j 05%
k
l
m
n
j 610%
k
l
m
n
j 1115%
k
l
m
n
j 1620%
k
l
m
n
j 21% or more
k
l
m
n
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9. What was your campus’ accountability rating last year?
j Exemplary
k
l
m
n
j Recognized
k
l
m
n
j Academically Acceptable
k
l
m
n
j Not Rated
k
l
m
n
j Not Rated: Data Integrity Issues
k
l
m
n
Other (please specify)
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Section III. Educational leadership preparation program
Answer the following question based on your educational leadership (principal) preparation program

10. Answer the following questions based on your educational leadership (principal)
preparation program:
c Did you complete a course that was devoted to the curriculum and instruction of special education programs at the campus level
d
e
f
g
c Did you complete a course that was devoted to special education issues at the campus level
d
e
f
g
c Did you complete a course that was devoted to special education law
d
e
f
g
c Did your educational leadership (principal preparation) program prepare you to deal with the special education issues that you currently
d
e
f
g
face

11. The information about your preparation program:
Do you feel the information

More than adequate

Adequate

Less than adequate

None

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

you received in your
Principal’s or Mid
Management certification
program regarding special
education was

12. Where did you receive your qualification for your MidManagement Certificate or
Principal Certificate
Name of University
Name of qualifying
organization
Name of Regional Center

13. If you received your Principal’s or MidManagement Certificate exam through a
university how many courses in special education were required
Number of courses required
N/A

14. If your received your Principal’s or MidManagement Certificate exam through a
Regional Service Program or a qualifying organization how much of the program was
devoted to special education
Percent of program devoted
to special education
N/A
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15. Since receiving your Principal’s or MidManagement Certification how many in
services and/or conferences completely related to special education have you attended in
the last three years
j 0
k
l
m
n
j 1
k
l
m
n
j 2
k
l
m
n
j 3
k
l
m
n
j 4
k
l
m
n
j 5
k
l
m
n
j 6
k
l
m
n
j 7
k
l
m
n
j 8
k
l
m
n
j 9
k
l
m
n
j 10 or more
k
l
m
n
Comments

5
6
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Section IV. Beliefs
For the purpose of this survey inclusion is defined as a “commitment to educate each child, to the maximum extent
appropriate, in the school and classroom he or she would otherwise attend” (Rodgers, pg. 1. 1993), if the student was not
physically and/or intellectually challenged.

16. Given the current accountability ratings and the diversity of student populations, what
is your opinion regarding each of the following statements:
The campus accountability

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

ratings should include all
students’ assessment scores
The educational leaders
are responsible for the
education of all students on
their campus
Every teacher on campus
should welcome the
diversity of students
All teachers on the campus
are responsible for the
teaching of all students
All students on the campus
are held to high
expectations
The general curriculum is
accessible to all students
Instruction in the general
education classroom is
accessible to all students
Comments

5
6
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Section V. Experience as an educational leader
17. Please respond to the following statements based on your experiences as an
educational leader facilitating collaboration on prereferral intervention/RTI team. I...
Am directly involved in the

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Almost Always

Always

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

conferences that determine
special education
eligibility.
Actively promote the
inclusion of students with
disabilities in general
education classes.
Promote the use of
differentiated instructional
methods to address the
needs of students with
diverse abilities.
Make sure that the general
education teachers provide
interventions and monitor
the struggling student’s
response to the
interventions.
Allow for protected time for
special and general
education teachers to
attend meetings within the
school day.
Provide professional
development to general
and special education
teachers that enables them
to develop the strategies
needed for all students to
become successful in the
general education
classroom.
Provide professional
development to general
and special education
teachers on collaboration.
Provide materials for pre
referral/RTI teams to
include progress monitoring
and intervention supplies.
Attend meetings with
general education and
special education staff
regarding prereferral
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interventions/RTI.

18. How much time per week do you spend working with staff members who resist
collaboration between general and special education
Hours
Minutes

19. Comments:
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Section V. Current Issues
Using the following scale, indicate your level of knowledge for each question below:
•
•
•
•
•

Do not know, is not familiar with the term or idea
Limited knowledge is defined as familiarity with the concept in each statement
Basic knowledge is a defining understanding of the concept, but inability to affect change using the concept
Comprehensive knowledge is an understanding of the concept with ability to apply and instructionally support it
Extensive knowledge is an indepth understanding of the concept with the ability to teach, apply, and evaluate it

20. Indicate your level of knowledge about each strategy listed below
Identify characteristics of

Do not know

Limited

Basic

Comprehensive

Extensive

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

disabilities.
Make decisions based on
key legislation in special
education.
Train teachers to develop
universally designed
lessons.
Train teachers in the
development of alternate
assessments TAKS Alt.) for
students with significant
disabilities.
Train teachers in the use of
research based best
practice instructional
strategies for students with
disabilities.
Train teachers in the use of
research based instructional
strategies for students with
different learning styles.
Train teachers in the use of
research based instructional
strategies for students with
different cultural
backgrounds.
Create an accepting
inclusive school climate.
Evaluate alternate
assessments (to include
TAKS Alternative
assessments) for students
with significant disabilities.
Train special education
teachers to use curriculum
modifications and
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accommodations.
Use program evaluation

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

procedures to assess special
education services on my
campus.
Identify the steps in the
referral process for special
education.
Identify the principles of the
Individuals with Disabilities
Act.
Train teachers how to
implement the different
types of inclusion programs.
Discipline students with
disabilities in accordance
with legislative mandates.
Train teachers how to
conduct functional
behavioral assessments.
Plan transition services for
students with disabilities.
Train teachers to use data
based instructional
decisions and monitoring.
Provide models of how to
promote participatory
inclusion in general
education classrooms for
students with disabilities.
Comments

5
6
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Section VII. Special education laws
21. Respond to the following questions based on your experiences with special education
laws.
Students with disabilities

Not aware

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

are entitled to a free
appropriate public
education.
Transportation does not
need to be addressed as a
component of a student’s
IEP (Individual Education
Plan).
The need for assistive
technology devices and
services should be
addressed as a component
of a student’s IEP
(Individual Education Plan).
The least restrictive
environment is the setting
that permits a student with a
disability to be educated
with nondisabled peers to
the maximum extent
appropriate.
Parental consent must be
obtained in order to
conduct an initial
evaluation to determine
special education
eligibility.
The removal of a student
with disability from his or
her current placement for
more than ten days in the
same school year does not
constitute a change in
special education
placement.
A manifestation
determination review
establishes the relationship
between a student’s
disability and the behavior
that is the basis for a
disciplinary action.
Each school district must
ensure that a continuum of
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special education
placements is available to
meet the needs of students
with disabilities.
Students do not need to be

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

invited to attend IEP
meetings when transition
services are going to be
discussed.
If a student has a specific
accommodation on his/her
IEP but it is not
implemented in the
classroom the student is still
allowed to use the
accommodation when
taking the current state
assessment.
The 2004 Amendments to
the Individual with
Disabilities Education Act
required schools to use
researchbased
interventions in the process
of assisting students with
learning difficulties or
determining qualification
for special education.
Comments

5
6
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Section VIII. Special education and equity
22. Complete the following questions based on your experiences regarding special
education and equity
Special education is a form

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

of tracking that has been
institutionalized into the
educational system through
federal and state
legislation.
Special education is a form
of tracking that has been
institutionalized into the
educational system through
the current funding systems.
Social justice means an
equitable distribution of
social goods including
education.
Inclusion is an issue of
social justice as well as an
issue of equity.
The existence of dual
systems of education,
(general and special)
conflicts with the principles
of social justice
Placing students with
disabilities in separate
classrooms communicates
that it is acceptable to
isolate certain groups of
students.
The inclusion of students
with disabilities in general
education classes is a way
to achieve social justice for
students with disabilities.
The development of an
individualized education
program (IEP) is a
democratic process.
The inclusion of students
with disabilities in general
education classrooms
benefits all students.
Inclusion should be
implemented as a school
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wide reform effort that
blends resources and
integrates programs.
Comments

5
6
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Thank you for taking the time to answer this survey!
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Appendix B
INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE
ON-LINE PERMISSION TO PARTICIPATE CONSENT FORM
FIRST REMINDER COVER LETTER
SECOND REMINDER COVER LETTER
THIRD REMINDER COVER LETTER

138

Invitation to Participate
Date:
Dear Educational Leader,
I am a doctorial student in the Department of Educational Leadership and Foundations at the University
of Texas at El Paso. I am requesting your assistance with my research and inviting you to participate in
an on-line survey. My dissertation will examine educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding core
and current issues in special education. The survey also contains items concerning school characteristics
and demographic information about the educational leader. As an educational leader you deal with
special education issues on a regular basis, so your input is essential to the outcome of this study.
I do not know of any risks to you if you decide to participate in this survey. Your responses to the
electronic survey will not be identified with you personally and your responses and the identity of your
school or district will not be identified. Confidentiality is of the utmost importance. Your responses will
remain anonymous and confidential.
Please take the time to complete this survey, by clicking on the following link or cut and paste the link
into your browser [SurveyLink]. It should take you no longer than 20 minutes to complete. Your
participation is voluntary and there is no penalty if you choose not to participate. The consent form is on
the first page of survey, which can be accessed when you click on the on-line survey link address.
Answering the first question [I consent to my responses being used by Josie Lucker in her doctoral
research at the University of Texas at El Paso, on Educational Leaders’ Beliefs and Attitudes
Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education] of the on-line questionnaire indicates
voluntary consent to participate in the study. You have the right to not answer any question you do not
wish to answer. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty of prejudice. I would
sincerely appreciate if you could complete the survey by [date].
If you have any concerns about completing this survey or being a part of this study, please contact me, at
915-261-5477 or you may contact UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (915-747-8841) or
irb.orsp@utep.edu.
I appreciate your consideration of my request.
With sincere thanks,
Josie Lucker
915-261-5477
jolucker@sbcglobal.net
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On-Line Permission to Participate Consent Form
1. Permission to participate in Survey
Thank you for talking the time to answer the questions in this survey. My dissertation is in pursuit of
discovering educational leaders’ knowledge of and attitudes regarding core and current issues in special
education. The survey also contains items concerning school characteristics and demographic
information about the educational leader. Results of this survey will be shared with the University of
Texas at El Paso and will be available from Josie Lucker upon request.
[Insert date survey is posted]
By responding to this survey, I hereby authorize Josie Lucker to include me in the research entitled
“Educational Leaders’ Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education”.
The questions in the survey are focused on educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes toward issues in
special education. The survey should take no longer than 20 minutes to complete.
It has been explained to me that survey data collected will be used for research purposes. As an
educational leader, over the age of 18, I am being asked to participate since the research is about
educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes towards special education. I understand that the investigator
will respect my anonymity and I agree that the data shall be retained for research purposes and once the
research is finished the data will be deleted and/or destroyed. I understand I have the right to review the
data collected as part of the study.
I understand I have the right to refuse to answer any question. I also understand that I have the right to
refuse participation in or withdraw from this study at any time without prejudice or penalty. I understand
that circumstances may arise which might cause the investigator to terminate my participation before the
completion of the study. I understand there are no known risks if I do, or do not participate in the survey.
I also understand that I will not receive any money for participating in this survey. I understand the
possible benefits of this study may help to understand what supports, professional development, and/or
higher education courses might better prepare educational leaders who will be capable of coping with
diverse student populations and ever-increasing range of educational needs to ensure a successful
learning experience for all students, especially those with exceptionalities. I also understand if the study
design or use of the information is to be changed, I will be informed and my consent re-obtained. I
understand that Josie Lucker, who can be reached at jolucker@sbcglobal.net or 915- 262-5477 will
answer any questions I may have at any time concerning details if the procedures performed as part of
the study.
I understand that if I have any further questions, comments, or concerns about the study or the informed
consent process, I may contact the UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at (915-747-8841) or
irb.orsp@utep.edu. In signing this consent form I acknowledge receipt of a copy of this form.
[First question placed on-line with on-line survey.]
1. I consent to my responses being used by Josie Lucker in her doctoral research at the University
of Texas at El Paso, on Educational Leaders’ Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current
Issues in Special Education.
_Next, _Stop
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First Reminder Cover Letter
Dear Educational Leader,
Last week I sent you a link to complete an on-line survey about educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes
regarding issues in special education. Your participation will provide the education leaders’ perspective
regarding issues in special education. Your participation is very important. Will you please complete the
survey on-line now?
Click on the following link to access the survey which will take no more than 20 minutes to complete, or
cut and paste the link into your browser [SurveyLink].
The consent form is on the first page of survey, which can be accessed when you click on the on-line
survey link address. Answering the first question [I consent to my responses being used by Josie
Lucker in her doctoral research at the University of Texas at El Paso, on Educational Leaders’
Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education] of the on-line
questionnaire indicates voluntary consent to participate in the study. You have the right to not answer
any question you do not wish to answer. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty
of prejudice. I would sincerely appreciate if you could complete the survey by [date].
If you have any questions or concerns about completing this survey or about being a part of this study
please contact me, at 915-261-5477 or you may contact UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
915-747-8841 or irb.orsp@utep.edu.

Thank you so much for your support.
Josie Lucker
915-261-5477
jolucker@sbcglobal.net
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Second Reminder Cover Letter
Dear Educational Leader,
I sent you a link to complete an on-line survey about educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding
issues in special education. Your participation is very important. Although some educational leaders
have completed the survey, I really need you to respond. Will you please complete the survey on-line
now?
Click on the following link to access the survey which will take no more than 20 minutes to complete, or
cut and paste the link into your browser [SurveyLink].
The consent form is on the first page of survey, which can be accessed when you click on the on-line
survey link address. Answering the first question [I consent to my responses being used by Josie
Lucker in her doctoral research at the University of Texas at El Paso, on Educational Leaders’
Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education] of the on-line
questionnaire indicates voluntary consent to participate in the study. You have the right to not answer
any question you do not wish to answer. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty
of prejudice. I would sincerely appreciate if you could complete the survey by [date].
If you have any questions or concerns about completing this survey or about being a part of this study
please contact me at 915-261-5477 or you may contact UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
915-747-8841 or irb.orsp@utep.edu.

Thank you so much for your support.
Josie Lucker
915-261-5477
jolucker@sbcglobal.net
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Third Reminder Cover Letter
Dear Educational Leader,
I earnestly request that you complete the confidential on-line survey for my dissertation on educational
leaders’ knowledge and attitudes regarding issues in special education. Your participation is very
important. I need a higher response rate to ensure validity. Although some educational leaders have
completed the survey, I really need you to respond. Will you please complete the survey on-line now?
Click on the following link to access the survey which will take no more than 20 minutes to complete, or
cut and paste the link into your browser [SurveyLink].
The consent form is on the first page of survey, which can be accessed when you click on the on-line
survey link address. Answering the first question [I consent to my responses being used by Josie
Lucker in her doctoral research at the University of Texas at El Paso, on Educational Leaders’
Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education] of the on-line
questionnaire indicates voluntary consent to participate in the study. You have the right to not answer
any question you do not wish to answer. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty
of prejudice. I would sincerely appreciate if you could complete the survey by [date]
If you have any questions or concerns about completing this survey or about being a part of this study
please contact me, at 915-261-5477 or you may contact UTEP Institutional Review Board (IRB) at
915-747-8841 or irb.orsp@utep.edu.
I will be extremely grateful for your participation in my study. Thank you so much for your support.

Josie Lucker
915-261-5477
jolucker@sbcglobal.net
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Appendix C
UTEP IRB
UTEP IRB REVISED
SOCORRO INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT IRB
YSLETA INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT IRB
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August 15, 2011

Dear Josie Lucker:
This is to inform you that, upon reviewing the submitted documentation for your
study titled “Educational leaders’ beliefs and attitudes regarding core and current
issues in special education”, the Office of Research and Evaluation has
determined that your project conforms to our District’s standards regarding
informed consent, privacy issues, and FERPA regulations and has approved
your Research Request Proposal. Your IRB number is 134.
Please provide a copy of this form to administrators when soliciting their
participation. The school administrator has the right to decline campus
participation and any participation in this research is entirely voluntary and may
be withdrawn at any point. If you will be visiting the campuses a background
check is required. Please stop by the District Main office and pick up the
background check form from the receptionist.
We understand that you will not use our District’s name, or any other identifying
information, when you publish your findings. We ask that you keep our
department apprised of your progress through updates throughout your project’s
duration, and provide this office with a copy of your results upon completion.
If you require additional information, please feel free to call me at 915-937-0311
or e-mail me at kmendo05@sisd.net.
Sincerely,

Kelly Mendoza
Director of Research and Evaluation
Socorro Independent School District
12440 Rojas Drive
El Paso, TX 79928
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Ysleta Independent School District

Office of Assessment, Research, Evaluation and Accountability
Division of Academics
9600 Sims Dr.
El Paso, Texas 79925-7225
915-434-0710
www.yisd.net

September 21, 2011

Josie Lucker
1364 Vista Granada
El Paso, TX 79936

Dear Ms. Lucker:
This is to inform you that the Office of Assessment, Research, Evaluation and Accountability (A.R.E.A) at the
Ysleta Independent School District has approved the project titled Educational Leaders’ Beliefs and Attitudes
Regarding Core and Current Issues in Special Education. We have determined that this project conforms to the
district’s standards regarding informed consent and FERPA regulations. Your IRB number for 2011-2012 is
#554.
Please make this letter available upon your first communication with school principals and District staff as it
provides them assurance that the study meets the district’s research policy. District approval does not ensure
research participation from the faculty given that research subjects have the right not to participate and withdraw
from the research study at any point. If you will require District data, please submit all data requests through the
A.R.E.A. office.
Also, please keep the office appraised of your progress and when the project is complete provide our office with a
copy of your final report. The District’s name cannot be used when you publish your findings without previous
consent in writing.

If you require additional assistance, you may contact me at (915) 434-0718 or e-mail me at eherrera14@yisd.net.

Best regards,

Elea U. Herrera
YISD Program Evaluator

Ysleta ISD Vision Statement
All students who enroll in our schools will graduate from high school, fluent in two or more languages, prepared and
inspired to continue their education in a four-year college, university or institution of higher education so that they become
successful citizens in their community.
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